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 eAdvertiſement. 


HE in Dr Clark's Letter to Me being mark d with the 
Same Numbers Twice over, from pag. 49.0 P. 56. I judg'd it 
Requiſite to advertiſe the Reader, that if He finds not what is here 
in this Letter cited by me out of Dr Clars Letter in One Page of 
the ſaid Numbers, He will find it in the Other Page that bears the 
Same Number. 
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LETTER 


Reverend Dr CLARK 2 


Rector of St James's Weſtiminſter, 
In ANSWER to his 


LETTER to D- WELLS, { 


SIR, 


- FOUR printed Letter to Me is come to my 

hands. And, whereas you are pleas d to 

ſay in the firft paragraph thereof, that 

my Remarks did not anſwer the Opinion you 

had concerv d of my Abilities, this is no other than 
what I expected You would ſay of Courſe. 1 have 

been us d by my former Antagoniſts to ſuch ſort 

of Anſwers, even in relation to thoſe very Con- 
troverſial Papers, whereby, you yourſelf in the ſame k 
paragraph obſerve, I have acquir d a Name and Cha- | 
ratter in the World. Befides, to your Opinion I 

could oppoſe the Opinion of Perſons of the Greateſt 

Note, would Modeſty permit Me to be the Pub- g 
liſner of what has been ſaid concerning my Re- 
marks, and that not to My ſelf, I couldalſo Re- 
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tort your Words, on your ſelf, was it material to 
the Cauſe in hand. 2258 

You ſay in the ſame Paragraph, that for above a 
year and a half Nothing came out againſt your Scri- 
pture- doctrin of the Trinity, but Pampvlets ſet forth 
by juch Vnintelligible Writers, as you thought might well 
be left to the C 1 Senſe even of the Meaneſt Readers 
to judge of, without your Interpoſing any further, Now 
a Writer may be ſtyl d Vnintelligible, on account 
either of the Obſcureneſs of his Style, or of the 
Sublimeneſs of his Subject. Tis hardly to be ſup- 
pos d, that of the Several Writers of the Said Pam- 
phlets All ſhould happen to be infected with Such 
Obſcureneſs of Style. Or if they were, ſurely you 
took a very Improper Method with them, in think- 
ing they might Well be left to the Common Senſe of the 
Meaneſt Readers to judge of. For under Obſcureneſs 
of Style may (as there be not wanting Inſtances 
to prove) ly very Good Senſ@ and Argument; 
which tho the Meaneſt Readers may not be of Abi- 
lity to find out, yet more Able Readers may. But 
I muſt Own, it is an Excellent Short way of An- 
ſwering Writers, to ſay they are Vnintelligible, and 
ſo require not Your Interpoſing any further. If you 
ſtile the ſaid Writers Vnintelligible, becauſe the 
Doctrin of the Trinity in Unity, which they main- 
tain, is Aboye Human Underſtanding to compre- 
hend, then your Expreſſion caſts no Reflexion on 
Them, but only on Your ſelf, in being ſo Vain 
and Unreaſonable, as to ſet up the poor finite 


of Supernatural Truths. | 
Among theſe Unintelligible Writers I may eaſily 
ſuppoſe you reckon the Author of the Book en- 
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narrow Underſtanding of Man to be the Standard 


utled, The True Scrippture-doftrin of the Trinity Sc. 
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Of which Book becauſe J ſaid, that it carrys in it a 
Sufficient Anſwer to the Book, you repreſent your- 
ſelf (pag. 7, 8.) as under a Strange Surprize; but 
Surely without any juſt Occaſion. For do's my 
Saying, that the ſaid Book carries in it a Sufficient 
Anſwer to yours, amount to my Approving of 
Whatever is containd therein? Or may not the 
ſaid Book be a Sufficient Anſwer to yours, and 
yet not be free it ſelf from Errors? Becauſe there 
may be ſome, or a great deal of Droſs, dos it 
follow, that there is no good Metal? Is this the 
Arguing of a Man accuſtom d to Mathematical Studies? 
I leave therefore the Reader to judge whether there 
was any Juſt Occaſion for you to make Such a Won- 
der of my Saying what 1 ſaid; or to take up no 


leſs than fix Pages of your Letter ( viz. from pag. 7 


to pag. 13.) about this matter, eſpecially when at 
laft it relates not to the Merit of the Cauſe, On 
which account I ſhall add no more that might be 
ſaid concerning it, but this: that as the ſaid Author 
will, 1 ſuppoſe, readily acknowledge, that upon 
the Coming forth of his Book I took notice to 
him, that 1 could by no means Approve of ſome Par- 
ticulars in his Book; ſo he will, 1 ſuppoſe, think 
Himſelf oblig d to take Publick Notice of what you 
ſaid concerning his Bock. | | 

You ſay pag. 5. that the Reaſon why you al- 
leds'd no Texts out of the Old Teftament was 
partly, becauſe there is No Text in the O. T. wherein 
the Doctrin of the Trinity is reveal d. Whereby if 
you mean, that there is no Text in the O. T. 
wherein the Three Perſons are Expreſsly or Diſ- 
tinctly mention d, it is indeed true. But however 
the Doctrin of the Trinity is in ſeveral Texts of 
the O. T. reveal d in a manner Suitable to the Then 
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Diſpenſation, and ſo far as that from thence may 
be Rationally inferr d the Doctrin of the Trinity, 
or at leaſt a Plurality of Perſons in the Godhead. 
Tis true that I alleag d None of the ſaid Texts in 
my Remarks: but why was this? Becauſe it was 
not What 1 undertook therein; and therefore 
tis more than ordinarily Inexcuſable in you to 
Expect I ſhould have done it, ſince you being ac- 
caſtom d to Mathematical Studies can t but know, 
that One great Benefit of Them is, to teach Wri- 


ters to keep Cloſe to their Subject: Neither ſhall 


I enter upon that matter here, partly becauſe what 


I have to ſay concerning it, will 1 ſuppoſe, when 
put together, amount to enough to make a Di- 
ſtinct Treatiſe; and partly becauſe I certainly un- 
derſtand there is an Able Hand imploy d againſt 


your Scripture- doctrin, whoſe Book is Coming 


forth; and as I know not how far He may con- 


cern himſelf in this Point, ſo I would not do again 


what has been done by Another. 


It will be ſufficient at preſent to obſerve, that 


whereas you ſay pag. 5. that it it evident from many 
Paſſages, that the Hebrew Word Elohim, tho a Plu- 
ral, yet can ſgnify but One Perſon: and for proof 


thereof inſtance in Pſal. 45. 6, 7. Thy Throne, O God 


[ Elohsm, ] # for ever and ever: — Thou haſt loved 
Rzghteouſneſs : Therefore God [ Elohim,] even thy God, 


bath anointed thee &c, Certainly Elohim may very 


well be underſtood in Both theſe Texts of more 
than One Perſon in the Godhead. You own that 
the Apoſtle applies it to the Son in the firſt part of thig 
Paſſage ; and ſurely You can't deny, but it may be 
truly apply d alſo to the Father, Nor do's the 
Apoſtles Application of it to One exclude the Ap- 
plication of it to the Other ; but rather began 
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Eobim do's imply here All the Three Perſons of 
the Godhead, therefore the Apoſtle do's Rightly 
produce it as an Undeniable Argument of the True 
Divinity of our Saviour. As to the Second part 
of this Paſſage, it is evident, that it is to be un- 
derſtood in reſpect of Chriſt's Manhood. But now 
the Same God is the God of the Man Chriſt Je- 
ſus, as is the God of All other Men. Wherefore 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt being the God of 
All Men, muſt neceſſarily be the God of the Man 
Chriſt Jeſus; and conſequently Elohim in v. 7. as 
well as v. 6. may very well be underſtood of All the 
Three Perſons in the Godhead. 

The other part of the Reaſon, why you alledg d 
no Texts out of the O. T. was you ſay in the ſame 
pag. 5- becauſe, as to thoſe Paſſages wherein Chriſt 1 
repreſented as appearing to the Patriarchs, in the Form 
of God, in the Name and Authority and with the Power 
and Glory of his Father, being ſtil d, at the ſame time, 
both God and the Angel of God; you have conſider d and 
explain d them in your Scripture-dottrin. In anſwer 
whereto, you muſt give me leave to obſerve, that 
as your Scripture-dodrin is No other, than the 
ſeveral Falſe Interpretations of Texts, which are 
ſcatter d up and down in the Books of the ſeveral 
Sorts of Anti-trinitarians, here gather'd together 
and put together with Citations from the Fathers 
under the ſaid Texts; ſo your Explication of the 
ſaid Texts is of conſequence ſufficiently confuted 

and provd to be Falſe by thoſe Worthy Perſons, 
that have writ in defence of the True Scripture- 
doctrin of the Trinity; eſpecially by Bp Pearſon 
and Bp Bull. So that there would be no Need for 
any Notice to be taken of your Scripture-doctrin, 
were it not that it falls into the hands of ſeveral 
Perſons, 


(6) 
Perſons, who have not read the Books that have 
been written on the other Side, and who are apt 
to imagine that a Book is Vnanſwerable, unleſs they 
ſee it particularly Anſwer d. 

I aſſure you, Sir, 1 acknowledge and eſteem 
your Great Learning in other reſpects; and I leave 
it to the Reader to judge, whether my Subject did 
not Naturally lead me to make that Dilemma in 
my Remarks, concerning your Underſtanding or 
Not underſtanding the Original Languages of the 
O. T. And therefore you do by no means deal 
Fairly with Me; by repreſenting me (pag. 6.) as 
ſuggeſting that you underſtand not the Original Revela- 
tion, Only with a Deſign to Detract from your 
Worth. Surely My Dilemma carries in it no more 
a Suggeſtion, that you do Not, than that you Do 
underſtand the Original Revelation, and your Sup- 


1mports only this, that whether you do or do not, 
you are Culpable. But fince you have thought fit 
ſo to Underſtand my Dilemma, you will have no 
juſt Reaſon to take it Ul if J obſerve, that you 
have given no Satisfactory Anſwer to the ſaid Sug- 
geſtion. Let the Reader judge of what you ſay 
pag. 6, 7. What degree of Knowledge: I have in thoſe 
NZ Languages, it would no more become me to Boaſt in 
| this place, than it became you to Suggeſt, (without know- 

| ing any thing of the Matter,) that I had No knowledge 
in them. Had you alleg d any particular Texts, as 
contradidting (in the True Rendring of the Hebrew) any 
thing that I had aſſerted; you might have expected 1 
Jhould have taken particular Notice of ſuch Texts, But 
zo a general Suggeſtion, that there are in the O. I. many 
« Paſſages againſt Me; I can only make a general Reply, 
that upon the Carefulleſt Search I find no ſuch Paſſages 


there 
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there. The Reader ſees, there are Abundance 
of Words put together not with a Little Art, 
ſo as to carry in them ſome Appearance of an An- 


ſwer; but after all they will not amount to an An- 


ſwer. Now what need of ſo many Words, and 
ſo much Art, when this or the like plain and ſhort 
Anſwer would have done much Better, viz. J do 
Underſtand the Original Languages of the O. T. And 
ſurely you might have venturd to have ſaid ſo 
Much, without being in fear of incurring the Guilt 
of Boaſting. What if your being Over- modeſt in 
the Matter ſhould be look d upon as a plainer Sug- 
geſtion than my Dilemma, that you are Deficient 
in the Caſe? You can blame no One for it but 
your ſelf. 

In pag. 14. of your Letter you ſay, that Mat I 
lay down (p. 6, and 7. of my Remarks) concerning the 
U/e of Reaſon in reading the Scriptures, u very True, 
but proves nothing againſt you., For the Inference 1 draw, 
viz. that Reaſon direits Men to uſe the Aſſiſtance of 
the Primitive Fathers in underſtanding the Scripture , 
z what you readily allow. — But if 1 mean that the 
Primitive Fathers have any Authority to determin Men s 
judgment concerning the Senſe of Scripture, any further 
than the Reaſons they alledge, convince Men that ſuch 
or ſuch an Interpretation in indeed the True Meaning 
of the Text, This you can by no means aſſent unto. 
Now, Sir, is this any other than Shuffling with 
Me? Can Any one ſeriouſly think me ſo very Ab- 
ſurd, as to Mean that the Primitive Fathers have any 


Authority to determin Men's judgment concerning the 
Senſe of Scripture, W1iTHouT ſuch Reaſons as are 
in their Own nature Convincing? Do not I again 
and again ground the Authority of the Fathers in 
this Caſe, Uroxn ſuch Reaſons as are in themſelves 
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Convincing? Namely, BECAUSE, At they had 


far Better Opportunity to acquaint themſelves with the 


True Senſe of Scripture, than could be had at a Greater 
Diſtance, eſpecially than any Living Inſtructor can 
bave at this Diſtance; ſo they were Men of Great Piety, 
and can't be juſtly thought, to have Wilfully combin d 
to wr 6 the Senſe of Scripture, or to have embrac d 
any Other than the True Scripture-doftrin of the Tri- 
nity, pag. 13, &c, of my Remarks. If you will by 
No Means aſient to Theſe, as Convincing Reaſons, I 
might leave the Reader to judge, Whether the Fault 


be not, rather in your Own Want of Impartiality, 


than in the ſaid Reaſons want of Strength. 

I ſay, I might leave the Reader to judge ſo, be- 
cauſe I think there is No Occaſion for it, inaſ- 
much as you yourſelf, by what you ſay elſewhere, 
do in effect allow the ſaid Reaſons to be — 
For pag. 23, 24. of your Letter you have theſe 
Words: As Great Learumg , ſo Great Antiquity alſo 
carries with it in This Senſe a ſort of Authority : Not 
a Power of obliging any Man to give his Aſſent impli- 
citly; but only a Power of ſo far influencing a Man's 
Opinion, as the Author s Skill in his Own and the Scrt> 
pture- language, and his Better Knowledge of the Face, 
which hapned near his Own Time, compar d with what 
has at the ſame time been ſaid by Other Writers, who 
had the ſame Advantages, ought to have its juſt Weight 
among Other Conſiderations, in determining the judgment 
of a reaſonable and unprejudic d Man. Such is your 
Own Account of the Senſe of the Word, AUT HO- 
RITY; in which it may Reghtly be ſaid, that the 


Here by the Way you may obſerve, that tho I give the Pre- 
ference by Far to the Primitive Writers, yet I do by no means 
deny, but that it is as Well zo U/e the A ill auce of Modern Commen- 
tators and other Learned Divines, 
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Primitive Writers are of Great Authority. And do 
I contend for any Other Authority? Do I any 
where in my Remarks aſcribe to the Primitive 
Writers a Power of Obliging any Man to give his Aſſent 
implicitiy unto Them? Is not the Authority I con- 
tend for, only a Power of the Primitive Writers 
fo far influencing a Man's Opinion, as Their Greater 
Opportunity to Know, and conſequently Ther 
Better Knowledge of the True Senſe of Scripture, 
ought to have its Fuſt Weight ? For is it not Evidently 
true and plain, that for the Teſtimony of the Pri- 
mitive Writers to have its 70 ST Weight in this caſe, 
is no other than to have ſo much GREATER 
Weight, as They had GREATER Opportunity to 
know the True Senſe of Scripture, than can be had 
by Any fince. Whence it neceſſarily follows, that 
as They had the GREATEST Opportunity to 
know, ſo their concurrent Teftimony ought to be 
of the GR EATEST Weight, in determining the 
Judgment of a Reaſonable and Unprejudic d Man as to 
the True Senſe of the Scripture. Thus you ſee, Sir, 


that Trath will always Agree at laft with itſelf, 


however Differently expreft or infer d. You have 
here a New Inftance, how Naturally (to uſe thofe 
your Own Words again) Truth ſometimes prevails 
by its own Native Clearneſs and Evidence, even againſt 
the ſtrongeſt and moſt ſetled Prejudices ; inaſmuch as, 
even whilſt you are endeavouring to Avoid the 


Force of my Arguments for. the Authority of the 


Primitive Writers, the Force of Truth carries you 
unawares unto the Acknowledgment of the ſame 
Authority I contend for. It remains only to ob- 
ferve in relation to this point, that I think I have 
been Careful enough to prevent the Unlearned 
Reader from being m/led by my Remarks into a 
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very wrong and moſt pernicious Senſe of the Word, 
Auhority; foraſmuch as I aſcribe unto them No 
other Authority to determin Men s judgment, than 
as they are the moſt Competent Witneſſes. of what is 
the True Senſe of Scripture. Tk 
But as if you were Conſcious, that All you ob- 
ject againſt what 1 have ſaid in my Remarks for 
the Authority of the Primitive Writers, was of 
no Real Force; you ſay (p. 14, 15. and to the ſame 
purpoſe more fully p. 25, &c. of your Letter) thus: 
« After All, let the Authority of the Primitive Fa- 
«thers be what it will, and even as Great as you 
« ſuppoſe it, yet it will be nothing at all to your 
« purpoſe. For tho you confidently affirm, that 
« ] reject the Catholick Doctrin of the Primitive 
„Church, meaning by the Primitive Church, That 
«of the Three firſt Ages; that I am not to be con- 
ce vinc d of my Errors by the Teſtimony of the Antient 
« Writers ; that my Notions are inconſiſtent with Their 
ce Teſtimonies Sc. —: Let the Reader muſt know, 
« that All This is merely extravagant Confidence , 
« without any Foundation and without any Colour 
«of Truth. An innocent unlearn'd Reader indeed 


ec muſt needs be led to imagin from your manner 


*«of Writing, that it was without all queſtion a 


4 yielded and uncontroverted point, that every 


« One of the Fathers in the Whole Three firſt Cen- 
c turies did clearly, unanimouſly, and in a moſt 


« conſtant and uniform manner, contradict my No- 


«tions and confirm Yours. But have you, for 
This, brought any the leaſt Shadow or Appear- 
© ance of Proof? Have you alleg d the Teſttmonztes 
«of Any of thoſe Primitive Fathers? Now the 
Anſwer to All This is very eaſy and ſhort, viz. that 


there was no Occaſion for my alleging the. Teſti- 


monies 
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monies of the Primitive Fathers in Proof of your 
Notions being Inconſiſtent with the ſaid Teſtimontes, 
and the like, becauſe it is Admirably and Unan- 
{werably (in Reality) done already by the late 
moſt learned Prelate in Eccleſiaſtical Antiquity, 
viz. Bp BULL. This moſt learned Prelate has large- 
ly ſhewn, that the Primitive Fathers were Conſiſtent 
Writers, and Entirely Agreeing both with Themſelves 
and with each Other, as to the Doctrin of the Tri- 
nity, maintain d by Me and rejected by You, 
May it not therefore be well look d on, as an 
Amazing and Deplorable Inſtance of the Strength 
of Prejudice, to find you (before you had Diſ- 
prov d what Bp Bull, who writ ſince Dr Cudworth , 
has made out ſo largely and clearly to the Contrary) 
pretending pag. 28. that the Generality of the Writers 
BEFORE the Council of Nice were in the Whole Clear- 
ly on YOUR, Siae, tho ſome particular paſſages may 
e pick d out of them, which will ſeem to look the Con- 
trary way. ls it not very Surprizing, that you 
ſhould pag. 27. pretend, it was incumbent upon me in 
FUSTICE, before I concluded againſt you, to have 
reconcil d All your Citations out of the Fathers to my 
Own Notion, and to have ſhewn that thoſe Citations did 
not neceſiarily infer what you deduc d from them; when 
by parity of Reaſon it was incumbent on you in Fu- 
ſtice, before you concluded thole Citations to war- 
rant your Notion, to have Anſwer d and Dis- 


 provd what Bp Bull has prov'd to the Contrary. 


In ſhort, Sir, whereas you ſay pag. 27. Have 
not I cited out of them (i. e. the Fathers) Nu- 
« merous moſt expreſs and poſitrve Teſtimonies in fa- 
e your of what I advanced? and made it appear by 
their omn plam and undeniable Words, that they ge- 


nerally interpreted the Texts of the N. T. in the 
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ct very ſame manner as I did? I anſwer hereto, 
that after the Same Rate as you have done this, there 
are ſeveral Erroneous Principles among Our Secta- 
ries, in Favour of which there may be cited out of 
the Scripture itſelf Numerous moſt expreſſrue and poſi- 
tive Texts, and the plain and undeniable Words of the 
Inſpir d Writers. All your Citations out of the Fa- 
thers tend principally to prove, that the Father 1s 
the Only True God, excluſively of the Son and 


the Holy Ghoſt. But ſurely you cannot be Igno- 


rant, but that Bp Bull, as alſo Bp Pearſon, have ſhewn, 
that the Primitive Writers by ſtyling the Father the 
One God or the like, did by no means intend to ex- 
clude the Son or H. Ghoſt from being the One God. 
Indeed, Sir, you would accuſe the Defenders of 
the Catholick Doctrin of the Trinity as Guilty or 
Favourers of Popery; on the contrary as to your Ci- 
tations out of the Fathers you have been Guilty, 
and that in an Eminent manner, of what is juſtly 
look d on as One of the moſt Pernicious and Difengenuous 
Practices of Popery. I mean the Papiſts not ſcrupling 
to leave out of the Writings of the Primitive Fa- 
thers, which are printed among them, All ſuch Paſ- 
ſages as make againſt Popery. For much after the 
ſame manner you put under the Texts of the N. T. 
only Such Paſſages of the Fathers as Countenance 


your Notions, omitting Such as make Againſt You. 


You have been pleas d pag. 76. to ſay, that you 
will conclude the Whole with Setting before Me, as in 
aGLASS, a lively and exact PICT URE of the 
Different Spirits of Men in the Words of the Ingemous 
Robert Nelſon Eſq. in his Life of the R. R. Bp Bull. 

And to make you in ſome ſort a Suitable Return 
I ſhall here Set before You, as in a Gs Ass, a lively 


and exact PICTURE of YOUR OWN SELF, as to 
| | Four 
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Your Citations out of the Fathers and the like, in 
the Words likewiſe of the moſt Worthy and Pious 
Robert Nelſon Eſq; in his {aid Book, pag. 322— 326. 

The ingenious #nd learned Dr Clarke in par- 
« ticular, has in his Scripture Doctrin of the Tri- 
« nity. printed this very year, no leſs than Thirty 
c Citations out of this very Treatiſe; and almoſt Al 
« of them are repreſented in a Very Different View 
« FROM THAT which our Author had certainly in 
te writing thoſe Paſſages. As are alſo the CIIA- 
«TIONS out of the FATHERS themſelves, which 
« Dr Clarke here met with, and has accommadated 
« to his Own purpoſe; and that frequently, without 
« 'o much as the leaſt notice taken of the Explications 
« and Anſwers given to them by this our Author. 
«..-.. According to this Doctrin [| viz. of the Tri- 


ce nity deliver d in Dr Clarke's Propofitions ] it ap- 


ce pears, that the Son muſt not be God, ſtrictly and 
© properly ſpeaking, much leſs ſtill the H. Spirit, 
« but that God the Father alone is the True and 
cc pr ae God. And therefore, He ( viz. Dr Clarke) 
c aſſerts expreſsly, that the Scripture, when it men- 
«tions God abſolutely and by way of Eminence, 
«means the Perſon of the Father ; as likewiſe 
« when it mentions the One God or the only God; 


«THOUG H he could Not, after having read the 


« Defence of the Nicene Faith, be ignorant that 
«THIS WAS CONTRARY to the Minas of the 
« Catholic Fathers. Neither could He | be igno- 
© rant, ] of what the learned Author of the Con- 
« fiderations on Mr Whiſton's Hiſtorical Preface , 


© whom he cites, had ſaid to this purpoſe. Tho 


« he might not poſſibly have obſerv'd or remem- 

ber d, that there is a Whole Chapter in St Jre- 

neus (iz. Lib, 3. cap. 6.) purpoſely to ſhew, that 
: Gr EPs « Chrift 
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te Chriſt is in Scripture exprefsly and abſolutely 
«call d God, and that he is the one and only God in 
«the Unity of the Father's Subſtance or Eſſence; 
and very God in oppoſition to All thoſe that are 
<1mproperly calld God in the ſacred Writings. 
* However this might be, certain it is, that Dr 
Clarke, who had ſo ample a Collection of Teſti- 
* monies concerning the Trinity before him in this 
© Treatiſe as well as in Petabius, has not made that 
| Euſe of them, --- which might have been expected from 
*a Perſon of ſo great a Character in the Church 
< and learned World as Dr Clarke. For the plain and 
tt confeſs d Truth is, that We are NOT T0 DE- 
CEN much upon the & TAT ION by him 
« brought, for KNOWING THE OPINION 
or FUDGMENT OF ANY WRITER, ſince 
*zhis was never ſo much as Deſign d by Him. 
Thus Mr Nelſon of yon; and let the Reader 
Jadge, whether I have not fully return'd your Ci- 
vility, by preſenting you with Glaſs for Glaſs; and 
whether 1 have ne thereby fully anſwer d your 
Queſtion, pag. 27. yiz. Have I not cited out of Them 
(i. e. the Fathers) Numerous moſt expreſs and poſittue 
Teſtimonies in Favour of what I adoancd? What 
more I have to ſay in reference to your Glaſs, the 
Reader will find at the End of this whole Treatiſe. 

In pag. 18, 19. of your Letter you have theſe 
Wortls: “As to the Doctrin of the Trinity in parti- 


«cular: Are there in the N. T. more than 5oo ſeveral 


© Texts, from whence the True underſtanding of 
«that Doctrin is to be fetch d; and ſhall not a rea- 
« ſonable and (N. B.) Unprejudic d Man, by care- 
fully comparing together thoſe 500 Texts, be in- 
&« abled to underſtand ſo much of that Doctrin, as 
ie was intended to be reveal d to him in That Book ? 

| « That 


1-3 
That is, {hall he not underſtand ſo much of the 
« Dodtrin, as properly concerns Religion, tho he 
« underſtand not the metaphyſical or philoſophical Part, 
« which was never intended to be reveal d? Un- 
&« deniably, if in Such a Cale the Scripture could 
not be ſufficiently underſtood by Such diligent 
« Study and Attention, (as you conſtantly ſuppoſe 
« it cannot,) it would neceſſarily follow from This 
“Opinion of yours, that the Scripture (being, even 
«in matters of Great Importance, more difficult 
«to be underſtood than any other Book in the 
« World ) ought by all means to be taken from the 
„People, and the more clear and certain interpre- 
« tations put in its place: Which is the very Eſ- 
&« fence of Popery. 


Herein the Reader ſees you charge me, as Con- 


ſtantly ſuppoſing, that the Scripture cannot be ſufficiently 


underſtood by Diligent Study and Attention. But 1 leave 
the Reader to judge if this be not a Falſe charge, 
foraſmuch as in page 20, 21. of my Remarks 1 have 


theſe Words: © They (i. e. the Defenders of the 


« Catholick Doctrin of the Trinity) Firſt and Prin- 
© cipally Study the Scripture itſelf. — Having thus duly 
«Study d the Scripture, They are THEREBY 
in themſelves Sufficiently CONV INC D, that ac- | 
«cording not only to the ſound of Single Texts, 
ce which may be eaſily miſtaken, but to the Whole 
Scope and general Tenour of Scripture impartially 


attended to, the Scripture-doctrin of the Trinity 


« 1s truly this, that. in the Godhead there are Three 
« Perſons of the Same Divine Individual Eſſence. 


_ « Th, 1 ſay, by duly ſtudying and weighing the SC RV. 


«PTURE IT SELF, They are convinc d of in 

« themſelves, Suſſiciently or as Thoroughly, as Dr Clarke 

Lor Any other can, with any Colour of — 
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be convinc'd in Himſelf, that his Different Scheme 
«is the Scripture- doctrin of the Trinity. Now is 
it not Strange; that you ſhould overlook ſo Long 
a paſſage? And fince This # of Great Moment to 
the Merits of the Cauſe, it deſerves to be the more 
taken Notice of, that your Own Cunſcience may reprove 
you for CARELESNESS at leaſt. 

In ſhort, Sir, 1 always was perſwaded that (as 
you expreſs your {elf p. 22.) All Neceſſary and Impor- 
tant Doftrins therein, viz. in the SCRIPTURE (men- 
tion d juſt before by you) contain d, may be Well and 
Sufficiently underſtood, by Carefully Comparing together 
the ſeveral Texts that relate to ſuch Doctrin; namely 
upon the Suppoſition that a Man be ſo qualified, 
as you your felf allow in the ſame place to be Ne- 
ceſfary and Adviſable. And therefore you may 
ſee, that I am as far as your ſelf from Popery in 
this reſpect, as I am ſure I am allo in all other 
reſpects. | 

But altho I agree with you in this matter with 
reſpect to the Whole Scripture, yet 1 do by no means 
apprehend, that from hence it will follow alſo, 
that @ Reaſonable and (even) Onprejudiced Man, by 
Carefully Comparing together thoſe Texts concerning the 
Trinity which are in the N. I. alone, may be inabied 


to underſtand ſo much of that Dottrin, as was intended to 


be reveal d to Him in that Book, The Reaſon of this 
I have obſerv'd pag. 2, and 3. of my Remarks; viz. 
“ Becauſe the O. T. contains Many very Remark- 
c able Texts and other Particulars, in relation to 


the Trinity; and as the O. T. was writ before the 1 
« New, ſo it is but Reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that N 
© what is faid in the N. T. concerning the Trinity, 


«dos refer to what is ſaid in the O. T. concerning 


© the ſame ; --- and conſequently that #he Words and £4 
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talen, and which 
| aftually to decide, Which of the Different Doctrins # the 
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« fons of the N. T. concerning the Trinity can't be 
« Thoroughly and Rightly underſtood, WITHOUT 
cc comparing Them with the Words and Expreſſions of 
« he O. T. concerning the Trinity. 

Heſides you acknowledge, that in order for a 
Man to underſtand the True Meaning of the Scri- 
pture, it is neceſſary He ſhould be Unprejudiced. 
And if I ſhould put the Queſtion to you, How it 
comes to pals, that, the Scripture being capable to 
be Rightly underſtood by being Carefully Read 
and Studyed, there is ſuch Difference among Men 
as to the Meaning of the Scripture? I ſuppoſe you 
would attribute the Cauſe chiefly to the Prejudzces 
of Men. Now then we are come to the Caſe which 


I take notice of pag. 21. of my Remarks. Since a 
prejudiced Man will contend, that his Different and 


Falſe Scheme is the Scripture-doctrin of the Tri- 
nity, as much as an weprejudiced Man can contend 


for his True Scheme; What then (ſay I) z5 to be done 
Further > Is there not ſome Expedient which may be 
Reaſon tells us is Sufficient in itſelf 


True 1 of the Trinity? (or as it may be 
otherwiſe expreſs d, Which is the preſudiced Man, 
and which is the anprejudiced? 
Rational Expeaient preſerv d by 


) Yes, there is ſuch a 


the Good Providence of 


God: namely hy referring the Cauſe to be Decided by the 
Teſtimony of the Primitive Church, that à, by 
current Teſtimonies of thoſe Ancient Writers, that liv d 
in the Three firſt Ages of Chriſtianity : Some of which 
ronvers d with the Apoſt 
'Reaſonably ſupper d but to have INFALLIBLY 


the Con- 


les themſelves, and ſo can't be 


known the T RV E Senſe of Scripture, and conſequently 
to have Deliver d the Same, both in THEI R W RI1T- 


ING s, and jo Thoſe with 12 they convers d. By 


which 
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which means, Thoſe that livd in the Third Age may 
likewiſe be Reaſonably ſuppos d, to have had Opportunity 
Sufficient to know CERTAINLY the TRUE Senſe 
of Scripture. And as Theſe All had ſuch ſufficient Op- 
portunity, ſo being at leaſt generally Men of Piety and 
Integrity, it can t be Reaſonably ſuppos d, but they made 
due Uſe of it. 


offer, you are under a Neceſſity of doing One of 
theſe Two things, either of aſſigning a Better Ex- 
pedient for the ſaid Purpoſe, or elſe pretending that 
there is Need of No Expedient at all. And becauſe 
you can't poſſibly do the former with any Colour 
of Reaſon, therefore are forced to betake yourſelf 
to the latter. To which purpoſe you ſay page 20. 
And is not This a fine Circle; to ſuppoſe Provi- 
« dence has in Scripture given us a Revelation of 
« of a particular Doctrin in more than 500 Texts, 
© OXLy in order to Refer the Cauſe to be decided 
ce by Certain following uninſpir d Writers? to ſup- 
c pole that God ſhould appoint Infallible Writers, 
© MERELy to Refer a Cauſe to be decided by Fallible 
« ones? that is, that the Scripture ſhould be written 
te not to be appeal d to, but to be appeal d from, 
© in matters of Controverſy.” 
In Reply to which I ſay ; And u not Thu a fine 
Stating of the Caſe? Do I ground any thing 1 ſay, 
upon Any ſuch Suppoſitzon as You there make? What, 
tho Providence has Not in Scripture given us a Re- 
velation of the Doftrin of the Trinity, O N LY in order 
to Refer the Cauſe to be decided by certain following 
Vninſpir d Writers > do's it hence follow, that 
THEREFORE, ſince the Senſe of Revelation can't 
be agreed upon, We are not to Refer the Cauſe to be 
decided by the Fathers, who tho they were — 
ſir 


Nou in order to avoid the Force of what I here 
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ſpir d Writers , yet had Opportunity of Infallibly 
or Certainly Knowing the True Senſe of the Re- 
velation? In like manner, What tho God did 
Not appoint Infallible Writers, MERE LY to Refer 
a Cauſe to be decided by Fallible ones? do's it thence 
follow, that THEREFORE, when the Senſe of 
the ſaid Infallible Writers cant be agreed upon, 
We are not to Refer the Cauſe to be Leide by the 
ſaid Fallible Writers, as the Beſt Expedient tp de- 
termin the True ſenſe; foraſmuch as Some of the 
Fallible Writers convers'd with the Infallible Wri- 
ters, and All of them had Opportunity of Know- 
ing Certainly the Meaning of the ſaid Infallible 
Writers? Laſtly, what tho God has Not appointed 
that the Scripture ſhould be written, not to be appeal d 
70, but to be appeal d FRO M, in maters of Con- 
trover ſy? dos it follow that THEREFORE, after 
the Scripture has been appeal d J O in the firſt 
place, We may not appeal to the Primitive Writers 
in the ſecond place? foraſmuch as this is by No 
means to appeal FRO M the Scripture, but only to 
make uſe of the Beſt Expedient to juſtify Our Ap- 
peal TO the Scripture, or to ſhew that the Scripture, 
which we appeal TO, is Certainly on our fae, Could 
it be Fairly heard, or Would our Opponents Fairly 
ſtand to the Determinations of Scripture, which 
they only pretend to appeal to. 

Now I leave the Reader to judg, whether I have 
not made it moſt Clearly appear, that All your 
Arguing upon this point is moſt Fallacious and 
utterly le. ONLy, and MERELY, and FROM, 
are indeed but Little Words in themſelves, but 
they may be of Great weight in Arguing, and do 
actually overthrow All the Force of the foremen- 
tion'd Three Arguments, An Unwary Reader 
| | 2-03 may 
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may indeed Eaſily overlook ſuch Little Words, 
when Cunningly pt into an Argument; but you 
were Unwiſe to think that Every One would do 
ſo. Let the Reader judge, whether thoſe Words 
of yours (page. 67.) may not be moſt juſtly apply d 
to yourſelf in this reſpect: L This again the Argu- 
ment of a Mathematical Writer? One of the greateſt 
Benefits of ſuch ſtudies, and that which uſes to diſtinguiſh 
Men who are hill d in That Learning, from I hoſe 
who are not, ts their Taking Care that ths Concluſion 
be fare to follow from their Premiſes : But Thu, YOU 
ALMOST Conſtantly negleft. That this is Unjuſt- 
ly > 1 4 to Me, I ſhall ſhew, when I come to 
conſider the Account, upon which You have ap- 
ply d it to Me. I here defire the Reader to obſer ve, 
that as the Main Streſs of your Cauſe depends on 
the Validity of your three Arguments laſt men- 
tion d, ſo it being thus eaſily ſhewn that they have 
no Validity, it is a Plain ſign of the Badneſs of your 
Cauſe. : 5 
Having thus ſhewn, that you moſt Unjuſtly 
charge Me with ſuppoſing that the Doctrin of the 


Trinity is Very obſcure in Scripture, Ox Pu x- 


POSE that the Cauſe might be Refer d to be de- 
cided by the Primitive Fathers, I have thereby gi- 
ven a Full Anſwer to your other Suppoſtion (in the 
ſame page 20.) concerning a Pot affirming (as 
“ Thoſe of That Communion have often done, ) 
«that Tranſubſtantiation, and the obligation of paying 


 * Meatratorial Worſhip to the Bleſſed Virgin and to Saints 


tt and Angels, is very obſcure in Scripture, ON Pu R- 
POSE that the Cauſe might be Referr d to be de- 
© cided by the Primitive Fathers of the Church.” For 
it appears from what I have ſaid, that I am Far 
am any ſuch Opinion, And pow, Sir, 1 muſt 


call 
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call upon you to tell me Sincerely and Plainly, whe- 
ther you think that Tranſubſtantiation and Invo- 
cation of the Bleſſed Virgin &c. are as Clearly re- 
veal'd in Scripture, as the Catholick Doctrin of 
the Trinity. For if they are not, then how No- 
toriouſly Unjuſt are You, in repreſenting theſe 
Two Caſes as Parallel ? 

But ſuppoſing (ſay you pag. 21.) the Cauſe was 
cc referr d from Scripture to be decided by the Fa- 
« thers: Are we hereby ever the Nearer? Are the 
“Fathers more Eaſy to be' underſtood, than the Scri- 
© pture? or do they ſo Certainly and infallibly agree 
c among Themſelves, as the Books of the Inſpir d 
«Writers do?” Thus you, who I confeſs hereby 
go on ſtill to approve your ſelf an Admirable Sophiſt. - 
For what tho the Fathers are Not in general more 
Kaſy to be underſtood than the Scripture? dos it thence 
follow, that the Fathers may not expreſs them- 
ſelves in relation to ſome Particulars, more Fully 
and conſequently more Clearly, than the ſaid Par- 
ticulars are expreſs d in Scripture? What tho the 
Fathers do Not ſo certainly and mfallibly agree among 


Themſelves, as the Books of the inſpir d Writers ? dos 


it thence follow, that they may not howeyer /o far 
agree among Themſelves, as to put it beyond all 


Reaſonable Doubt, that Such a Senſe of the Tri- 


nity is the True Senſe of Scripture concerning the 


ſame? Nay will you ſay, that Men can't be Cer- 


zamly and Infallibly agreed among themſelves con- 
cerning a Truth, but only by Inſpiration? Could 
not the Fathers that conyers'd with the Apoſtles 
themſelves, be Certainly and Infallibly aſſur d of, and 
conſequently Certainly and Infallily agreed among 
Themſelves, concerning the True Doctrin of the 
5 5 Trinity? 
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Trinity? And in like manner might not the next 
Succeeding Fathers be alſo Certaznly and Infallibly 
aſſur d of the Same? And thus you ſee how ſoon 
your ſophiſtical Arguments are come to Nothing. 
What Petavius and Others, whether Popiſh or Pro- 
teſtants, have publiſh'd concerning the Difficulty 
of underſtanding or at leaſt reconciling the Primitive 
Fathers, was publiſh'd by Them only to ſerve their 
own Sinifter Ends, viz. either of Popery or Preſ- 
bytery or Socinianiſm, &c. And the Contrary, ſo 
far forth as is requiſite to what I contend for, is 
Unanſwerably made out by Bp Bull; inſomuch that 
it is only a New and fad Inſtance of your ſtrong 
Prejudice, to mention ſuch Particulars without ever 
taking Notice of what has been ſaid or done on the 
Other Side. | 

I ſhall proceed to take notice next ( becauſe it 
relates alle to the Authority of the Primitive Fa- 
thers which we are here upon) of what you ſay 
Pag.33. In order to underſtand rightly the Mean- 
<1ng of any Text or Texts in Scripture, my judg- 
“ment muſt finally be determin'd, not by any Opi- 
“nion I may have conceiy d of the Abilities and Ho- 


© neſty of Such and Such Fathers or Commentators, 


© (which is what you would have, upon a wonder- 
© full groundleſs Imagination of the Fathers being 
© on your Side:) but it muſt be determin d by what 


© appears to me to be the Signiſication of the Words 


< themſelves, after 1 have ſeriouſly conſider d the 
„Text, and compar'd it with other Texts, and 


* with what as Many either Ancient Fathers, or 


* Modern Commentators, or Living Teachers have 
© {aid upon it, as I happen to have Ability and 


Opportunity of Conſulting.” Now if this be not 


a ncw 
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a new Inſtance of mere Shufling, or pretending to 
ſay ſomewhat Againſt me when you really ſay No- 
thing, let the Reader judge. You ſay, that in or- 
der to underſtand Rightly the Meaning of any Text, your 
Judgment muſt finally be determin d by what appears to 
you to be the Signification of the Words themſelves in the 


faid Text. And who doubts or ever deny d it? 
The Queſtion is, What is the Beſt Method to take, 
that No other may appear to you to be the Siznifi- 
cation of the ſaid Words, than what really is. And 
whereas you ſeem to put the Ancient Fathers in 
this caſe upon a mere Level with Modern Commen- 
tators and Living Teachers, 1s not this very Un- 
reaſonable ? For ſurely the Fathers, who liv'd in 
the very Time of the N. T. or neareſt to it, muſt know 
Better than any Modern Commentator or Livin 

Teacher can do, in what Signification the Words 
were usd in the N. T. and in the Times next fol- 
lowing, that is, in Their own Times. And if ſo, 
then, ſuppoſing the Fathers to be but Men of Com- 
mon Abzl:ties and Honeſty, That in Reaſon ought 
to appear to you the True Signification of the Words 
in the Text, which is evidenc'd to be Such by the 
Teftimonies of the Ancient Fathers. Wherefore, 
altho your judgment ought to be finally determin'd 


by what appears to you to be the Signiſication of the 


Wards, yet this is by no means Inconſiſtent (as you 
repreſent it) with your judgment being determin d 
alſo by the Ailities and Honeſty of the Fathers; for- 


aſmuch as the Ab:{zties and Honeſty of the Fathers are 
principal and moſt proper Means or Motives to 
make That appear to be the Signification of the Waras, 

which Really # ſo. | 
In like manner page 40. whereas You ſay pag. 40. 
As to the Senſe and Meaning of Words, agreed to . 
— ö 
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the genuin Text, (which 1s 4 Queſtion, * not of Fust 
but of Judgment) this #3 to be determin d, not by Tradi- 
tion, but by Reaſon and good Underſtanding : here 
again you oppoſe Things as Inconſiſtent, which 
are by no means ſo in this Caſe. For Reaſon and 
Good Underſtanding will in this Caſe Direct me to 
determin my Judgment by Tradition, meaning there- 
by the Concurrent Teſtimony of the Primitive Fa- 
thers; according to what I obſerv d page 24 and 25. 
of my Remarks. 

As to the Dubiouſneſs of x 70hn 5. 7. I think 
Enough is ſaid by the late Reverend and moſt 
Learned in the Eccleſiaſtical Writers Dr Gz ABE, 
in his Annotations on this Text in Bp Bull s Defence 
of the Nicene Creed, pag. 137 ---139. to ſhew that It 
was Undoubtedly written by St Fohn, and that what 
you mention (pag. 42, &c.) to the Contrary, is of 
no Sufficient Force, 

We are now come to a Point, which requires 
only a Sincere Love of Peace, and Fairneſs of Deal- 
ing, to put a quick Determination to it. Can you 
be Ignorant what is the Meaning of theſe Expreſ- 
fions, Individual Trinity, Individual Efſence, or the 
like, according to Our Acceptation who defend the 
Catholick Doctrin of the Trinity > And is it any 
more than Fair and Reaſonable to underſtand Ex- 

reſſions in That Senſe, wherein they are taken by 
boſe that uſe them? Since then you can t be Igno- 


rant, that when I ſay, There are in the Godbead 


think what you here affirm, may be well queſtion'd. I am 
much. tniſtaken , if upon this Notion you will be Able to retutn 
any juſt and ſatisfactory Anſwer to the Diſſenters Argutnent drawn 
from the promiſcuous Uſe of the Words, Biſhop and Presbyters , 
in the New Teſtament. And accordingly you yourſelf in pag. 41. ' 
are forced to look on the Determination of the Senſe of theſe 
Words a Queſtion of Farm. eee, 


Three 
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Three Perſons of the ſame Divine Individual Eſſence , 
my Meaning in other Words is this, that altho 
there are in the Godhead Three Perſons of the ſame 


Divine Eſſence, viz. Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
yet the Divine Eſſence is communicated by the Fa- 
ther to the Others, ſo as that the ſaid Eſſence is 
Not divided. Now Where is the Contradiction in 


This? That it is Apove our Underſtanding to com- 
prehend the Manner of This, I grant; but ſurely 


this is No Good Reaſon for rejecting It, ſince you 
can't but acknowledge we are to Believe and Re- 
ceive as Truth, Many Particulars which are above 
our Comprehenſion. Nay 1 grant, that neither the 
word Individual, nor yet the word Perſon, when 
applied to the Three in the Deity, is to be taken 
in the Same ſenſe, as when applied to Created In- 
telligent Beings. But what then? Is this any ſolid 


_ Objection againſt the Truth of the Doctrin I con- 


tend for? Becauſe the Words Individual and Perſon 
are applied in Logick and Common Speech to Men 


in one ſenſe, may they not therefore be applied in 
Divinity to the Trinity in another ſenſe > Do Words 


ſignify by Nature? Have a Care you dont forget 
the Firſt Rudiments of Logick, while you aver, 
(pag. 47.) that Individual Eſſence, in ALL PRO- 
PRIETY of Speech, and if the Word has ANY 
SIGNIFICATION at all, us ( when ſpoken of an 


Intelligent Being, ) the very ſame as Perſonal Eſſence. 


* PRoPRIETY of Speech, if rightly underſtood, is 


when a Word is taken in That ſenſe, which is P Ro- 
PER to it in reference to the Subject᷑ it is applied to. 
Wherefore as Individual Eſence, when ſpoken of a 
Created Intelligent Being, in PO RI Ex of Speech, 
is the very ſame as Perſonal Eſſence; ſo likewiſe In- 
dividual Efſence, when ſpoken of the Uncreated and 
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Divine Being, in PROPRIETY of Speech, is dffe- 
rent from Perſonal Eſſence, For as Lagicians have 
appropriated the ſaid Expreſſion in the former Caſe 
to the former Senſe, ſo Divines have appropriated 
the ſaid Expreſſion in the latter Caſe to the latter 
Senſe, | 

As to what you add, (in the Same pag. 47.) that 
Individual Eſſence i a Phraſe, not only not usd in 
Scripture, nor in the Three Firſt Centuries, nor in the 
Fourth, — but ſeems to be the Invention of the Schools 
an latter Ages; it is ſo Notorious a Falacy, that 
either you have never read the Fathers, or elſe 
think you can bring yourſelf off by a mere Quibble, 
viz. that the very Words Individual Eſſence, are not 
expreſsly to be met with. But what matters This, 
if Expreſſions Equivalent thereto are to be met with. 
And ſurely this is to be done, as in Scripture, ſo 
in ſeveral places of the Fathers in the Three Firſt 
Centuries, as well as in the Fourth. To give 
but one Inſtance among many that might be given; 


Tertullian, who livd in the Second Century, in his 


Book againſt Praxeas Chap. 13. ſays, that as the 
Sun and its Ray, ſo the Father and the Son in the 
Godhead, are Unius & indiviſeæ Subſtantie, Now 
every One converſant in the Greek and Latin Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Writers, knows full well, that the Greek 


doi is promiſcuouſly render d by the Latins, either 


Eſſentia or Subſtantia, and that Indiviſum and In- 


dividuum are Equivalent Words, Surely needs not 


to be prov d, wherefore as the Reader will hereby 
{ce that the abovemention d Aſſertion is utterly 
Falſe, ſo he may from hence learn, How much he 
is to depend upon your Aſſertions, tho deliver d 
with never ſo great an Air of Certainty. As 


Bp Bull writ his Defence of the Nicene Creed after 


Dr Cud- 
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Dr Cudworth writ bu Intellectual Syſtem, ſo had you 
would you but read the Former with that Im- 
partiality you ought, you might find a Sufficient 
Anſwer to what is contain'd in the Latter againſt 
the Catholick Doctrin of the Trinity. 

I entirely cloſe with you, when you ſay pag. 50. 
that every Opinion concerning a Point of Reveal d Re- 
ligion, ought to be lookd on as having juſt ſo much 
more or leſs Certainty , and to be treated according- 
ly, in proportion as it is built either upon MO RE 
ana PLAIN E R, or upon FEWER, and O B- 
SCURER Texts. But then as you add: Who 
ſhall be Fudge, whether an Opinion i built upon Many 
and Clear, or upon Few and Obſcure Texts ? You an- 
ſwer: A IS DOM juſtified of all her Children, 


% TRUTH H alſo miſt finally be left to be juſtified by 


the REASON of Mankind, And here alſo, (if I 
. underſtand your meaning aright) 1 cloſe with you, 


viz. that Every Man u Finally, (i. e. after he has 


us d All Due and Proper Means in his Power) zo 
judge for Himſelf by his Own Reaſon, what 1s and what 
is not Truth. And is it not Very Strange, that ſince 


we are Agreed ſo Far, we ſhould Differ at Laſt. 
Let the Reader judge, Which of Us is to be Blam'd 
for Diſagreeing. I ſay, that as Reaſon is to be 
the Final Fudge, what is Truth; ſo allo is it to be 
Judge, what are Proper Means to find out the Truth, 
that 1s in the Caſe afore us, the True Senſe of 
Scripture ; and among theſe Several Means, which 
is the Sureſt, as in reſpect of Finding out the True 
Senſe of Scriprure by Myſelf, as alſo Proving what 
I take to be the True Senſe, to be really ſuch, 
againſt Any Other that ſhall differ from Me in the Mat- 
ter. Thus the Reader ſees, that I All along make 
Reaſon to be Judge; and thereby He will ſee alſo 
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Divine Being, in PROPRIETY of Speech, is de- 
rent from Perſonal Eſſence, For as Lagiciant have 
appropriated the ſaid Expreſſion in the former Cale 
to the former Senſe, ſo Divines have appropriated 
the ſaid Expreſſion in the latter Caſe to the latter 
Senſe. | 

As to what you add, (in the Same pag. 47.) that 
Individual Eſſence i; a Phraſe, not only not usd in 
Scripture, nor in the Three Firſt Centuries, nor in the 
Fourth, — but ſeems to be the Invention of the Schools 
an latter Ages; it is ſo Notorious a Falacy, that 
either you have never read the Fathers, or elſe 
think you can bring yourſelf off by a mere Quibble, 
viz. that the very Words Individual Eſſence, are not 
expreſsly to be met with. But what matters This, 
if Expreſſions Equivalent thereto are to be met with. 
And ſurely this is to be done, as in Scripture, ſo 
in ſeveral places of the Fathers in the Three Firſt 


Centuries, as well as in the Fourth. To give 


but one Inſtance among many that might be given; 
Tertullian, who liv d in the Second Century, in his 
Book againſt Praxeas Chap. 13. ſays, that as the 
Sun and its Ray, ſo the Father and the Son in the 
Godhead, are Unis & indiviſe Subſtantie, Now 
every One converſant in the Greek and Latin Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Writers, knows full well, that the Greek 
na is promiſcuouſly render d by the Latins, either 
Eſſentia or Subſtantia, and that Indiviſum and In- 
dividuum are Equivalent Words, Surely needs not 
to be prov d, wherefore as the Reader will hereby 
ſee that the abovemention'd Aſſertion is utterly 
Falſe, ſo he may from hence learn, How much he 
is to depend upon your Aſſertions, tho deliver d 


with never fo great an Air of Certainty. As 


Bp Bull writ his Defence of the Nicene Creed after 
Dr (ud- 
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Dr Cudworth writ hu Intellectual Syſtem, ſo had you 
would you but read the Former with that Im- 
partiality you ought, you might find a Sufficient 
Anſwer to what 1s contain'd in the Latter againſt 
the Catholick Doctrin of the Trinity. 

I entirely cloſe with you, when you ſay pag. 50. 
that every Opinion concerning a Point of Reveal d Re- 
ligion, ought to be lookd on as having juſt ſo much 
more or leſs Certainty, and to be treated according - 
ly, in proportion as it is built either upon MO RE 
ana PLAINER, or upon FEWER and OB- 
SCURER Texts. But then as you add: Who 


ſhall be Judge, whether an Opinion u built upon Many 


and Clear, or upon Few and Obſcure Texts? You an- 
ſwer: A WISDOM 7 juſtified of all her Children, 


Jo TRUT H alſo muſt finally be left to be juſtified by 
the REASON of Mankind, And here alſo, (if I 
. underſtand your meaning aright ) 1 cloſe with you, 


viz. that Every Man s Finally, (i. e. after he has 
us d All Due and Proper Means in his Power) to 


judge for Himſelf by his Own Reaſon, what is and what 


zs not Truth. And is it not Very Strange, that fince 
we are Agreed ſo Far, we ſhould Differ at Laſt. 
Let the Reader judge, Which of Us is to be Blam d 
for Diſagreeing. I ſay, that as Reaſon is to be 
the Final Fudge, what is Truth; ſo alſo is it to be 
Fudge, what are $6: ag Means to find out the Truth, 
that is in the Caſe afore us, the True Senſe of 
Scripture ; and among theſe Several Means, which 
is the Sureſt, as in reſpect of Finding out the True 
Senſe of Scriprure by Myſelf, as alſo Proving what 
I take to be the True Senſe, to be really ſuch, 
againſt Any Other that ſhall differ from Me in the Mat- 
ter. Thus the Reader ſees, that I All along make 


. Reaſon to be Judge; and thereby He will ſee alſo 
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how you go on ſtill to Miſrepreſent Me, when you 
poſitively affrm (pag. 50, 51.) that I am of Another 
Opinion, and think ſome O THE R Fuage (viz. be- 
ſides Reaſon) Neceſſary. After which you add im- 
mediately: 1 heartily wiſh, it were an I N FA L- 
LIBLE one. You think the Cauſe is to be refer d 
to be Decided by the Primitive Fathers. So that the 
Reader may evidently ſee, that your Argument 
lies thus: You think that the Cauſe is to be refer d to 
be Decided by the Primitive Fathers: THEREFORE 
You think ſome Other FUDG E beſide Reaſon Ne- 
ceſſary to decide the Cauſe, Now either you here 
Willfully Miſrepreſent me again, or elſe your 
Falſe Arguing depends only on a poor pitifull 
Quirk, Namely, becauſe 1 may ſay ſometimes, 
the Caule is to be decided by the Primitive Fathers, 
or the like; and it is uſual for 70 06 E to de- 
cide Cauſes; therefore you with a Wonderfull 


ſtrength of Argument infer, that I make the Pri- 


mitive Fathers to be FODGES in the Cauſe. But 
have I not taken Sufficient Care to prevent any 
Such Miſunderſtanding by frequently expreſſing 
my ſelf more fully, viz. that the Cauſe is to be 
decided by the TESTIMONY of the Primitive 
Fathers, and the like. And therefore 1s it not Evi- 
dent, that I all along look on the Primitive Fa- 
thers, not as FU DGES, but as WITNESSES. 
And you ſurely will not deny, but that as a Cauſe 
is ſaid to be decided by the Judge, as he who makes 
and pronounces the Deciſion; ſo it may be proper 


the d 


enough ſaid to be decided by the Teſtimony of the Hit. Objed 


meſſes, as the Means whereby the Judge is enabled 
to make a True Deciſion. 


what 
ſoon : 


And whereas you are pleas d above to Viſh me withſt 
an Infallible Fudge of Truth, 1 am very well Content been: 


and 
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and Thankfull to Providence for preſerving me fo 
Good an Expedient to find out the Truth we are 
diſcourſing of, as is the Teſtimony of ſuch Unex- 
ceptionable Witneſſes. For as Bp Pearſon ſpeaks in 
his Expoſition of the Word Behef : © The Strength 
and Validity of every Teſtimony muſt bear pro- 


< portion with the Authority of the Teftifier ; and 


« the Authority of the Teſtifier is founded upon his 


Ability and 20 * : his Ability in the knowledge 


er 


Hof that which he delivers and aſſerts; his Integrity 


<« in delivering and aflerting according to his know- 


<ledge.” Since therefore the Fathers that liv d with 


and neareſt to the Apoſtles, were ſo Eminent both 
for Ability and Integrity in this reſpect as to be 
Unexceptionable Witneſſes, hence R:2ht Reaſon as 
Judge muft neceſſarily decide That to be the True 
Senſe of Scripture, which is atteſted to be ſo by 
the joint and univerſal Teſtimony of Such Witneſſes. 


And here by the way the Reader may obſerve, that 


no leſs a Man than Bp Pearſon uſes the Word Au- 
thority, in the very ſame ſenſe I do all along my 
Remarks; which 1s ſurely Authority enough for me. 

But, add you, Men of All Opinions alledge Fathers 
alſo, as well as Scriptures. And fo the Queſtion returns, 
Who ſhall interpret to Us the Fathers? Now the Force 
of your Objection lies thus: Becauſe Men of All 
Opinions pretend the Fathers, as well as Scripture, to 
be on their Side, and ſo interpret them; therefore it 
is Zo no purpoſe to have Recourſe to the Fathers for 
the deciding the True Senſe of Scripture. Which 


i- Objection, tho it may appear at firſt view ſome- 
ed what plauſible, yet upon further enquiry will be 


ſoon found to carry in it no real Weight. For not- 


me withſtanding this, you yourſelf ſay pag. 14. (as has 


ent been above obſery'd) thus: That Reaſon directs Men 
ind 5 
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zo Uſe the Aſſiſtance of the Primitive Fathers in under- Pl. 
ſtanding the Scripture, I readily allow, But now this 85 
Objection bears no leſs againſt what you there ſay, 
than againſt me; ſince it is brought here by you the 
to ſhew, that it is to no purpoſe to have Recourſe 
to the Fathers for deciding the Senſe of Scripture. 
For if it be to no purpoſe, then Reaſon cannot direct Ser 
Men to uſe the Aſſiſtance of the Primitive Fathers, ſince 
there is, according to you here, no Aſſiſtance to be jud 
had from the Fathers. And ſo your Objection 
only ſerves to prove you Guilty of Contradicting Rig 
yourſelf, by Unſaying in effect here, what you had hes 
ſaid afore pag. 14. and elſewhere. And therefore 
as to you yourſelf your Objection is fully Anſwer d by C 
already. But now to let the Reader ſee, that it is 
of no real weight in itſelf, 1 go on to obſerve fur- Imp 
ther, that the ſame Objection makes as much againſt 
having Recourſe to the Scripture, as it do's againſt ., Arg 
having Recourſe to the Fathers. For if the Fathers and 
being alledg d by Men of Al Opinions be a good Ar- The 
gument, why we ſhould not have Recourſe to the of 
Fathers; then by parity of Reaſon, the Scriptures The 
being alledgd likewiſe by Men of Al Opinions muſt jn t 
be a good Argument, why we ſhould not have Re- tain 
courſe to the Scripture. And ſurely * This Opinion eli 
1 fairly putting an End to all Reveal'd Religion at If. 
once; and you forget you are hereby uſing the very of S 


* Here, Sir, you may obſerve, how Fairly ] deal with you, not- by t 
withitanding your Unfazr dealing with me in p.51. of your Letter, _ whit 
where having ſaid : Or elſe every Man muſt blindly follow the Au- * 
thority of the Firſ Teachers he happens upon; you add, Which Opi- | 
nion of Yours &c as if this was my Avow'd Opinion: Whereas tho quei 
the Opinion I am here ſpeaking againſt, do's follow from your Pre- my 
miſes, yet I don't call it YOUR Opinion, becauſe I candidly ſup- 
poſe, that thy? you aſſert the Premiſes, you were not aware of the 
Conſequence, But more of this matter the Reader will find elſe- I ha 


where. F 
Plea ath 
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Plea of the Deiſts and Atheiſts againſt the Scripture, 


So that this your Objection proving Too much, 


as the Reader ſees, it thence follows according to 
the Rules of Logick, that it cannot be a good Ar- 
gument even on this Account alſo. 

The True State of the Matter is this. Tho the 
Scripture be alledg d by Men of All Opinions, yet this 
proceeding in all Important points from Men's Pre- 


judice or Perverſneſs, Such an 1! Uſe of Scripture 
can be no Good Argument for Our not making a 


Right Uſe of it; and conſequently We ought to 
have Recourſe to It as the Rule of Our holy Reli- 


gion, becauſe our Reaſon teaches us that it z reveal d 
by God. In like manner, tho the Fathers be alledg d 


by Men of All Opinions, yet this proceeding in all 
Important points from Men's Prejudice or Perverſe- 
neſs, Such an 1 Uſe of the Fathers can be no Good 


Argument for Our not making a Right Vſe of them; 


and conſequently we ought to have Recourſe to 
Them, as to the Beſt Witneſſes of the True Senſe 
of Scripture; becauſe Our Reaſon teaches: us, that 
They had the Qualifications requir'd in Witneſſes 


in the higheſt Degree, viz. Ability to know moſt Cer- 


tainly the True Senſe of Scripture, and Integrity to 
deliver moſt Faithfully what they knew to be ſuch. 
If, upon diſagreeing with Another about the Senſe 
of Scripture, I refer not the Matter to be Decided 


by the Teſtimony of the Fathers, I do not uſe That 
which Reaſon tells me is the Beſt Means for his Con- 


vittion as well as my own Confirmation, and conſe- 
quently don't act Rationally, nor can Truly ſatisfy 
my Conſcience, that I have done the Beſt I could, 
and conſequently ought, in the Caſe. But if after 
I have referr'd the Matter to the Teſtimony of the 
Fathers, the Perſon 1 differ from in Opinion wall 

nor 
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not give due Deference to the Teſtimony of the 
Fathers, or will perfiſt in a Wrong Interpretation 
of Them, Then, having done the Beſt I could for 
his Conviction, and it proving Uſcleſs, Nothing 
more 2s to be, becauſe Nothing more or better can 
be done by Me, but He muſt be left to his Own 
Prejudice and Obſtinacy. And This, the Reader 
ſees, is a Natural, and ſo Clear and Eaſy Account 
of the Matter. From whence at appears alſo, that 
All which you add pag. 51. concerning having Re- 
courſe to the Church in order to interpret the Fa- 
thers, is very Unfairly done, only to Amuſe and 
Deceive your Reader by Repreſenting this Caſe, as 
the very Same with the Papiſts. 

Whereas you ſay pag. 5o. Whoſoever ſtudies 
c the Scripture with a Sincere and Unprejudic d 
c Defire of finding the Truth, in order to obey the 
Mill of God, has the Promiſe of our Lord, that he 
&« ſhall know of the Doctrin whether it be of God. Very 


well, and what follows hence on the other hand, 


but that Whoſoever ſtudies the Scripture, and 
thereupon dor NOT know the Doctrin to be of God, 
which is Really of God, he moſt certainly do's 
NOT Study the Scripture with a Smcere and Un- 
prejudiced Defire of finding the Truth, in order to 
obey the Wall of God; how much ſoever he may be 


| miſtaken to the Contrary, thro the Deluſions 


of the Wicked One, and thro the Prevalency of 
fome Sinfull Affection in Him. And here 1 have 
a very large Field of Matter opening itſelf to me 


in relation hereto, viz. to ſhew how you, Sir, per- 


vert Many, Many Texts of the N. T. m your pre- 
tended Scripture-doctrin of the Trinity. To do 


This Fully, would make up a Conſiderable Volume 
of it ſelf; and beſides J know not but the 


Able 
Hand 
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Hand I mention d at the Beginning, may be pe- 


culiarly engag d therein. And for theſe Reaſons 


it can t be expected I ſhould do it here. 
Only for a ſhort Specimen I ſhall here obſerve, 


that whereas in your Propoſition 48. you affirm, 


that He (i.e. the Son) had not Then (i. e. before his 


Incarnation) DISTINCT WORSHIP paid to 


him in hu OWN PERSON, this is not only ut- 
terly Falſe in itſelf, but alſo Contradictory to 
what you ſay yourſelf in pag. 5. of your Letter to 


me. For there citing Pſalm 45. 6. Thy Throne, 0 


 Syllog 


| Premiſes, And yet the ſa 


God, ( Elohim,) is for ever and ever, you poſſitively 
aſſert that Elohim muſt of neceſſity ſgnify BU T One 
PERSON, and that the ſaid Perſon is the Son 
of God, to whom the Apoſtle applies it. Now accord- 
ing to what you thus affirm, I make the following 
Syllogiſm. 

He that ſaid BUT to the PERSON of the Son, 
and that before his Incarnation , Thy Throne, 0 
God, ts for ever and ever; by the Same, the Son had 


\-DisTiNncT WoxrsH1P paid to him in his Own 


PERSON, before his Incarnation : 

The Pſalmiſt ſaid Bu'T to the PERSON of the 
SON, and that before his Incarnation, Thy Throne, 
0 God, tu for ever and ever: | 

Therefore by the Pſalmiſt, the Son had DisTincT 


Woxs lr paid to him in his Own PERSON, 


before his Incarnation. 
In this Syllogiſm the Major Propoſition is Evi- 
dent; Praiſing and Magmfying Gop being One way 
of paying Worſhip to Him. And the Mznor of the 
iſh is No other than your Own Aſſertion 
in pag. 5. of your Letter. And let the Reader 
judge, whether the N 47) do's not follow from the 
1d Concluſion 1s the 50 
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rect Contradictory to what you aſſert in your 
Prop. 48. And now, Sir, where are you got? But 
in an Hole out of which you can never get, but 
by Confeſſing your Errors, both in aſſerting in 
Prop. 48. that the Son had not, before his Incarnation, 
DISTINCT WORSHIP paid him in bu OWN 
PERSON, and allo in aſſerting pag. 5. of your 
Letter, that Elohim in Pſalm 45. 6. can Jenify BOT 
one Perſon, viz, the Son. Now Both theſe Aſſertions 
of yours being Falſe, it is no wonder they be In- 
conſiſtent with one another: Whereas were they 
True Both, they would neceſſarily be Conſiſtent ; 
TRUTH being always Conſiſtent with itſelf. 

Hence the Two Contraries to your Two Aſſer- 
tions are, according to the Nature of Truth, very 
Conſiſtent one with the Other. As Elohim in Pſalm 
45. 6. dos truly ſignify Al the THREE Several 
DISTINCT PERSONS of the Godhead, ſo 
is Such a Signification not only Confiftent with, 
but even an Argument of, the Sons having the 


Same Divine Worſhip paid by the Pſalmiſt to his 
Di:ſtintt Perſon, as the Father had to his D:ftinit 


Perſon. | | 
Further, as 'tis obvious on the one hand to infer, 
that, Since you are thus Out in your Proof 48, 
you are likewiſe miſtaken as to the ſenſe of the 
Texts from which you drew the ſaid Propoſition 
and which relate to the Worſhip, and conſequently 
to the Deity of Chriſt; ſo it 1s obvious on the 
other hand to infer, that Since from Pſalm 45. 6: 
and innumerable Other Texts of Scripture it ap- 
pears, that the Same Divine Worſhip is paid to the 
Son as to the Father, and fince it is Certain that 
we are to Worſhip the Lord our God, and him Only, 
foraſmuch as God will not give His Honour to An- 


other, 


nant and Full Teſtimony of the Chriſtian Faith as 
to the Trinity in Unity. I mean in the Dialogue 
aſcrib d to Lucian, and entitled Philopatry ; near the 
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other, thence it follows that the Father and the 
Son (together with the Holy Ghoſt) are the ONE 
GOD, whom we are to Worſhip ; and conſequently 
that They are One in a different Senſe, from that 
wherein He that plants and he that waters, is One, 
contrary to what you intimate pag. 54. 

In fine, Sir, as you ſay pag. 40. that you be- 
lieve the Books of Scripture to have been written by thoſe 


Inſpir d Writers whoſe Names they bear, — upon the 


agreeing Evidence of FRIENDS and FO ES, of 
Chriſtians of DIFFERENT OPINIONS, and 


of FEWS and HEAT HENS; So you have the 


like Agreemng Evidence to believe the Catholick Do- 
ctrin of the Trinity in Unity to be the True Scri- 
pture· doctrin. For as to Chriſt:ans of Different Opi- 
nions, was not. the Opinion of the Docete or Phanta- 


| faſte,concerning Chriſt's aſſuming Our Humane Na- 
ture, not in Reality but only in Appearance, founded 


upon their Suppoſing it Too Great a Condeſcenſion 


for the Supream God to aſſume Our Nature? 


And as to Heathent, may I not ſay, that, by the 


Special Providence of God in order to ſtop the 
* Mouths of Gainſayers and Unreaſonable Men, there 


is {till preſery'd in an Heathen Writer a moſt preg- 


End of which the Author in a Ridiculing manner 


brings in a. Chriſtian catechiſing an Heathen , and 


among other things explaining to him the Myftery 


of the Sacred Trinity thus: The High-ruling, Great, 


4 * Whereas you ſay Foes of AL L Sorts, this will hardly hold 
True, there being Some Foes or Hereticks , that deny Some Books 
of Scripture to be written by the Ia d Writers , whoſe Names 
they bear; Which 'tis ſtrange you ſhould be Ignorant of: Or if you 

are not Ignorant, you are to Blame on a Worle account. 
- E 2 Immortal, 


| —_— — — — 
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Immortal, Celeſtial GO D; the Son of the Father; te 

Spirit proceeding of the Father; ONE of THREE, 1 
and THREE of ONE. Theſe you muſt thmk Fu- of 
piter, this you muſt eſteem God. To which a little ft 
after the Heathen replys: I don't underſtand what R 
you ſay: ONE THREE, THREE ONE. 

Now is not this Evidently the ſame with the Do- (Ce 
ctrin of the Trinity maintain d by Us to be the Ex 
Doctrin of the Primitive Chriſt:ans, and conſequent- yo 
ly of the Scripture? Have we not here as clear and W 
Full a Confirmation, that the Teſtimonies of the Fa- thi 
thers are Rightly underſtood by Us, as can be Rea- to 
ſonably expected? For is not the Evidence of an of 
Enemy, a very Convincing Evidence? And dos Au 
not the Knowing in what Senſe the Primitive Chri- the 
ſtians expounded the Myſtery of the Trinity to the Ca- tha 
techumens, and conſequently underſtood the Scripture, ot! 


fall under our Knowledge in the ſame manner as to 


other Matters of Fact? From all which it follows, tha 
that ſince you allow the Aereemme Evidence of Friends men 
and Foes, of Chriſtians and Heathens to be a Proper ito 
Evidence of Matter of Fact, ſo as to be Sufficient for tior 
you to ground thereon your Belief of the Books of tion 
Scripture to have been written by Thoſe Inſpir'd. of n 
Writers, whoſe Names they bear ; therefore by pa- muc 
rity of Reaſon you ought to allow the like Agreeing ing, 
Evidence, Sufficient likewiſe to ground thereon the and 
Belief of the Doctrin of the Trinity, maintain'd Com 
by us to be the True Scripture-doCrin. 1 leave the me 
Reader to judge, whether it can be aſcrib d to any Chri/ 
Other than Settled Obſtinacy, to reje what is thus be n 
nrov d to be the Senſe of Scripture concerning the then 
Trinity, firſt by Comparing Scripture with Scripture, tioni 
then by the concurrent Teſtimonies of the Fathers, and the 

for a further Confirmation by the Teſtimony of the ment 

| Heretic 
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>» _ Heretichs and Heathen themſelyes. And therefore 
„ I here obſerve, that when J mention the Teftimony 
- of the Ancient Fathers or Writers, I am to be under- 
e ſtood as under thoſe Words denoting by parity of 
f Reaſon the Collateral Teſtimonies of Heathens, &c. 
I laid this down pag. 34. of my Remarks as a 
Certain Truth, viz. that the Meaning of Our (and 
e Every) Church is Beſt known by her Practice. And 
t- vou have not Deny d it, nor can Rightly do ſo. 
d Whence neceſſarily follows that the Megning of 
the Church in her 62h, 2oth, and 21ſt Artich is Beſt 
a- to be underſtood by her Practice. And as Inſtances 
in of This, I mention Our Church Referring to the 
5s Authority of the Ancient Writers for a Proof of 
i- the Threefold Order, and inſerting into her Liturgy 
a- that commonly call'd the Nicene Creed, and the 
re, other call d the Athanaſan Creed. Now in reſpect 
as to the former, With what Modeſty can you aver, 
7s, that the Church do's there ACCIDENTALLY 
ds mention the Antient Writers? 1 deſire the Reader but 


per ito conſult the Preface to the Forms of Ordina- 


for 


tion &c. and ſee if the Church do's not there men- 


of tion the Antient Writers, AS I have explain d in p. 35. 


rd of my Remarks, viz. AS thereby im 


rting thus 


pa- much, that Ie ir Evident unto All Men diligentiy read- 
ing ing, (if not) the Holy 7 ALONE, yet It) 


( 
HORS, (as being the Beſt 


n'd Commentators on Holy Scripture) that from the Apoſtles 
the time there have been Theſe Orders of Miniſters in 
any Chriſt s Church, Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons. If this 
has be mentioning the Ancient Writers AccivENTALLY, 


the then I would fain know what you require to men- 
ure, tioning a thing Deſenedly. If it plainly appears that 
and the Compilers did here Deſgnedly and Studzouſly 
the mention the Ancient Writers, then how can you 


Ay © 


with 
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with fuch an Aſſurance affirm, that they mention d 

them only AccipENTALLY? The Reader will 

here have a Freſh Inftance, what Eſteem He is to ft 
have of your Aſſeverations. 

As to the Nicene Creed, what tho it was made 
i. e. drawn up in the Fourth Century? Was it not 
purpoſely drawn up only as a more explicit Declaration 
and a Preſervative for the Future, of the Faith that 
was at firſt deliver d to the Saints, and had been 
thro the Three Firſt Ages recewd and maintain d 
by the Chriſtian Church 2 And therefore have I 
not good Reaſon to ſay, that the Church, by in- 
ſerting the Said Creed into her Liturgy, do's refer 
us to the Teſtimonies of the Writers in the Three Firſt 
Centuries, foraſmuch as the Said Creed is no other: 
than a Symbol or Epitome of Their Teſtimonies. | 
And the like is to be ſaid of that commonly call d 
the Athanaſian Creed, viz. that altho it was made 
at leaſt Three or Four Centuries after the Fourth, yet 
it was made i. e. drawn up only as a ſtill more ex- 
plicit Declaration, and a Preſervative for the Future, 
of the Faith at firſt deliver d to the Saints, and re- 
ceiv d and maintain d in the Three Firſt and following 
Ages by the Church. 

Under the ſame Head pag. 49, Jo. you repreſent 
me as Concluding , that the Church of England would 
have all her Children Believe, that the Beſt Means to be 
Rationally perſwaded what may or may not be Truly 1 
concluded and prov d by Scripture, is, NOT TO RE n 
LY on the SCRIPTURE itſelf, by ſtudying it and Nn 
comparing One place with Another, but to DEPEND rs 
ON the Teſtimonies of the ANCIENT Writers; Rhe. 
and that unleſs a Man thus makes the FATHERS the 

to be hu RULE of trying the Senſe of Scripture, (i. e. bond 
wnleſs — he profeſſes to Regard the Scripture ONLY ; BN 


SO Per 11 
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SO FAR as it agrees with the Ancient Fathers, in- 
ſtead of Regarding the Ancient Fathers SO FAR 
ONLY as they agree with Scripture) he ſtands con- 
demn'd by the Fudgment of the Church of England. To 
which you immediately Subjoin, 1s thx the Arguing 
of a Man accuſtom d to Mathematical Studies? The 
Anſwer is Ready: No, it is not; neither is it MY 

: Arguing, but YO UR Own Miſrepreſentation; I mean 
as to the Wrong Senſe you would put upon my Wordr. 
, For when you ſay, that I maintain a Man is to 
Regard the Scripture ONLY SO FAR as it agrees 
} with the Ancient Fathers, inſtead of Regarding the Fa- 
2 thers SO FAR ONLY as they agree with Scripture, 
. do not you thereby intend to make the Reader 
. imagin, that I maintain, that der the Scripture be 
4 NEVER SO CLEAR and EXPRESS in any 
ſe Point, yet NO Regard is to be had thereto, V N- 
t LESS the Fathers ſay the Same; and on the other 
hand, that Regard u to be had to WHATEVER 
the Fathers ſay, tho it be NEVER SO CONT RA- 
RY to what the Scripture CLEARLY and E X- 
" PRESSLY ſays. And now have I not Too much 
'S Reaſon to Ask: Is this the Dealing of a Man, (1 do 
at Not ſay, Accuſtomd to Mathematical Studies: for a 
1, Very Good Mathematician may be a Very Bad Man ; 
;, but of a Man) Accuſtom'd to Sincerity and Honeſty? 
„„ I have again and again in my Remarks ( v1z. p. 12. 
2 and 20, 21, &c.) obſeryd, that I allow as well as 
„ You the Scripture to be the Rule of Supernatural 
'D Truth, and conſequently that it is to be Studied 
* with the Greateſt Application, and to be Rely d on 
J 5 Above any Other Writing, in All ſuch Points as 
* the Senſe of the Scripture is Clear and Manifeſt be- 
77 yond all Doubt. 1 have obſerv d in a ſpecial man- 
Fo ver in the forecited places of my Remarks, my the 
g State 
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State of the Caſe between you and me is, What #« to 
be dene, when Perſons diſagree concerning the Senſe of 
Scripture, to ſhew which us in the Right, and which in 
the Wrong. And in this Caſe I ſay, not only I, and 
fingle Perſons of the Greateſt Note and 3 
among Us, as Bp Pearſon, Bp Bull, &c. but the hure 


of England looks on the Beſt Means to be by Refer- 


ring the Matter to the Teſtimony of the Ancient 
Writers, as living and converſing with the Apoſtles 
themſelves, or with Such as had conversd with 
them, and ſo for the Reaſons often mention'd be- 
ing duly quality d to be Unexceptionable Witneſſes of 
the Senſe of Scripture, 

Now I leave the Reader to judge, whether you 


have found out a Better Means, or whether in Ef- 


fect you yourſelf do not ſay the ſame as I ſay. For 
in pag. 30. you ſay, (as has been indeed already ob- 
ſerv d, and on this account I am forcd here to re- 
peat again) that Every 1er. concerning a Point of 
reveal d Religion ought to be look d on, as having juſt ſo 
much more or leſs Certainty, and to be treated accord- 


zngly, in proportion as it u built, either upon More and 
lainer, or upon Fewer and Obſcurer Texts. Well, but 


who ſhall be judge, whether an Opinion i built upon 


Many and Clear, or upon Few and Obſcure Texts? 1 
anſwer : As Wiſdom 1s juſtified of her Children, ſo Truth 


1 finally to be left to be juſtified by the Reaſon of Man- 
kind. Upon This Iſſue you put the Matter. And 
let the Reader judge, (as 1 afore obſerv'd) whether 


the Reaſon of Mankind will not direct Men, if Right- 
ly attended to, to have Recourſe to the Fathers 
(for the Reaſons often mention d) to decide, what 


Texts, when Rzghtly underſtood (i. e. underſtood in 
the ſame Senſe as they were in the Times of the 
N. T. and the next ſucceeding Times) are on One 


ſide, 


| (4T ) 
fide, and what on the Other ; and conſequently on 
which fide the Majority of Texts lies. For in the 


| Caſe we are ſpeaking of, we are ſpeaking of Contro- 


verted Texts, and conſequently of Texts Obſcure, or 
not ſo Clear as to admit of no Doubt. 5 
Whereas you ſay pag. 55. under this Head like- 
wiſe: „ou ſuppoſe my Notion 1s Univerſally con- 
« demn'd by the Writers of the Three firſt Cen- 
ce turies: but of This, not one Syllable of Proof, 
© becauſe the Contrary is True. Here you again 
deceive the Reader; the Reaſon why I did not 
bring one Syllable of Proof directly to ſhew, that your 
Notion us Umver ſally condemn d hy the Writers (i, e. Fa- 
thers) of the Three firſt Centuries, being NOT 


\ becauſe the Contrary # True; but becauſe it was Not 


What 1 undertook. Dos not my Treatiſe carry 
this Title, Remarks on Dr Clarks Introduction &c. 
Now do's your Introduction contain any one Syl- 
lable of Proof, that the Fathers are on your fide ? 
And is it not therefore Unreaſonable for you to 
object to me, as you do, that I bring not one Syl- 


: fable of Proof, that the Fathers are not on your fide. 
Have not 1 expreſsly ſaid pag. 4. of my Remarks, 


that my Dean therein was, that whereas there are 
Several Particulars in Dr Clark's Introduction, which 


| have a General Tendency to miſlead Onwary Readers, 


in refpett to other Controverſies , as well as Thus of the 
Trimty, ſo much Notice of the ſaid Particulars ſhould 
be taken therein, as may Suffice to keep Such Readers 


From being miſled by them. And whether I did not 
ſay enough to do the ſame in my Remarks, and 


have not Now in this my Letter Confirm d the ſame 


. againſt all your Cavils and Miſreprefentations, let 


the Reader judge. 
F You 


1 1 
* 
* - . 
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- 
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You ſay further on this ſame Subject pag. 54, 55. 
that you have demonſtrated in your Book by an In- 
duction of Particulars, that there are MO RE Paſſages 
in the Liturgy of the Church of England, from which 
( taking Them as Premiſes ) your Concluſion will by juſt 
Reaſoning neceſſarily be inferr d, than there are Paſſages 
which ſeem on the contrary to contradict you, But I 
muſt ſay on the Contrary, that All your Arguing 
in this Point is Wrong, for this plain Reaſon, be- 
cauſe you all along take your Premiſes in a Wrong 
ſenſe, i. e. not in the Senſe wherein they are taken 
by our Church. For as in Scripture , altho the 
Raiſing of Chriſt from the Dead be more Frequent- 
ly aſcribd to the Father, yet This is not to be ſo 


underſtood, as if thereby the Son was excluded, which 


is evident from the Same being ſometime aſcrib d ex- 


preſsly to the Son; ſo in our Liturgy, altho Many 


of our Prayers be Vorded as addreſs d to the Father, 
yet This is not to be ſo underſtood, as if thereby 
the Son was excluded from our Addreſſes in the ſame 
Prayers; which is evident from Other Collects 
wherein All the Three Perſons are jointly addreſs d 
to as One God. And thus you may ſee how very 


Eaſy it is, to Reconcile AL L thoſe Paſſages you have 


cited out of our Liturgy to My Notion, inaſmuch 
as my Notion is True, and (as 1 have obſerv d 
afore) One Truth will agree with Another. And 


therefore you ſee allo hereby, that you bave by no 


means juſt Reaſon to affirm, that I ſtand condemn d by 
the pa he of the Church of England, than I have to 
affrm that YOU do ſo. Beſides is it not Evident 
from Several paſſages of our Liturgy, that our 
Church Teaches, that Supream Worſhip is to be paid 
to the Son as well as to the Father, and conſequent- 
ly that your Doctrin of the Trinity is Exroneous ? 


39 
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As to what you obſerve pag. 51. concerning your 
Expreſſion, I think, 1 gave you no manner of Oc- 
caſion for it, as the Reader will ſee, if he con- 
ſults thoſe pages of my Remarks you refer to. But 
it afforded ſomewhat plauſible to ſay againſt me, and 


therefore having Little elſe ſo, you were willing 
to lay hold of it. | 


In the ſame pag. 51. you affirm, that my Whole 
Argument pag. 49 -- 52. and indeed in muſt other parts 
of my Book, us what may, Almoſt Word for Word, be 
Retorted upon Me in its full Strength by Thoſe of the 


Church of Rome, in favour of ANY Tradition. And 


you pretend to draw up a Specimen of it Pas 72. 
Come then, let us try how your Specimen will prove 
what you affirm; and to this purpoſe let us ſup- 
poſe a Romanzſt arguing after your Own Manner 
for the Invocation of the Bleſſed Virgin, or of Angels 


and Saints. 


Your Specimen begins thus: The Scripture (it 


ſeems ) us in Many things obſcure. Before we go any 


further, I ask whether This be Not true? becauſe 
by inſerting the phraſe, it ſeems, you ſeem to inti- 


mate it is Not. Well but if you will not take my 


Word for it, will you take St Peter s, who expreſs- 
ly ſays, that in the Epiſtles of St Paul are SOME 
Things hard to be underſtood, and intimates, that there 
are alſo Other Scriptures of the like Dithculty, 2 Pet. 


3. 16. And Some and Some ſurely will make Many. 


You go on in your Specimen thus: De Cauſe 
muſt be left to be Decided by the Teſtimony of the Pri- 
mitive Church, Thoſe of the Firſt Age knew IN FA L- 


LIBLY the True ſenſe of Scripture, and Conſequently 
deliver d the Same Truly to their Followers, Very well! 


Then to apply this to the Inſtance, for which the 
Romaniſt is ſuppos d to be Arguing, v1z. Invoca- 
F 2 tion 
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tion of the Bleſſed Virgin, and of Saints, &c. and 
then it muſt ſtand and import thus much: Thoſe of 
the Firſt Age, as they knew INFALLIBLY the 
INVOCATION of the BL.V IRGIN,&.. to be 
injoin'd by the True ſenſe of Scripture, ſo CO NSE- 
ENT LY have deliver d the ſame Truly to their 
Followers, Well then, hereupon the Romaniſt is 
requir'd to produce the Paſſages of the Fathers in 
the Firſt Age, wherein they deliver the Inv oc A- 


T1oN of the Bu. VIRGIN as a Doctrin contain d 


in the True ſenſe of Scripture, But No ſuch Paſſage 
is to be found: And thus the Arguing of the Ro- 
maniſt is put to an End, and prov'd to be Falſe 
Preſently. Whereas in the Caſe of the Trinity the 
ſaid Manner of Arguing holds good ; becauſe there 
ave ſufficient Paſſages to be produc'd from Thoſe of 
the Firſt Age to prove the Catholick Doctrin of 


the ſame. And the like Difference may be ſhewn, _ 


as to the other Steps in your Specimen. But One 
Inftance 1s ſufficient to let the Reader ſee, that 


That Perſon muſt be overloaden with Modeſty, Who 


can ſo poſitively affirm and pretend ſo ſpeciouſſy 


to ſhew, that ¶ I argue Reghtly from the Fathers for 
the Tradition of the Catholick Doftrm of the Trinity, 


ſo alſo do's a Roman-Catholick for ANY Tradition. 


Your Obſervation pag. 53. that *an Article may 


c itſelf be Neceſſary to be underſtood, and yet at 
«the ſame. time many Unneceſſary Controverſies 


“may be raisd about Circumſtances relating to 
that Article, is very Right, but nevertheleſs may 
be Wrong apply d to the Inftance you alledge p. 54. 
Where you ſay, that “ the Incarnation of the Son of 
“God is an Article very Neceſſary to be underſtood 
« by Chriſtians ; and yet to inquire in what particu- 
* lar metaphyſical manner That Son was begotten of hs #1 
| %% a Father, 
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ce Father, may be, and is, a very Unneceſſary Con- 
©troverly. Now as under the Expreſſion, Meta- 
' phyſical manner, may be comprehended ſeveral Con- 
ſiderations ; ſo of theſe, ſome may be Unneceſſary, 
and ſome very Neceſſary to be inquir d into. For in- 
ſtance ; if under your forecited Words you deſign 
to aſſert, that it is very Unneceſſary to inquire, whe- 
ther the Son be, or be not, ſo begotten of his Father, 
as to be of the ſame Divine Eſſence with the Father; 
then your Aſſertion is contrary (I think 1 may ſay) 
to the Univerſal Opinion of Chriſtians of all Sorts. 
For there 1s (I think) No Point in Chriſtianity, 
which has caus'd Greater Debates in the Chriftian 
Church, than This; which plainly ſhews, that how 
widely ſoever the Contending Parties may differ as 
to their Notions in reference to the ſaid Point, yet 
© they All agreed in Thy, that it was a Moſt NECE S- 
„ SAR Point to be inquir d into. And the Reaſon 
2 hereof is plain, viz. becauſe it muſt Neceſſarily be 
t of the Higheſt Conſequence in Chriſt:anity to have 
> 2 Right Notion of the Dignity of Chriſt; which de- 
y _ pends upon his Being, or Not being, of the ſame Di- 
x vine Uncreated Eſſence with God the Father. For 
„ ſince there can be No Medium between Vncreated 
and Created, and ſince there is an Infinite Diſtance 
y as to Dignity between the One and the Other; it 
at follows that accordingly as Chriſt is conceiv d by 
es Us, either to Be, or Not to be, of the ſame Divine 
to Uncreated Eſſence with the Father, We muſt have, 
ay either Infinztely too Mean, or Infinitely too Great Con- 
4. Ceptions of Him. 3 
of Whereas you ſay pag. 54. that you wholly leave 
od Others to judge, What Science theſe Terms of Art ( viz. 
cu- LATIT UDINARIAN, alias CO MP RE- 
bs HENSION, alias MODERATION - Prin. 
ber, | b 2 — 9 
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eiples) belong to; and how Well ths LANGUAGE 
becomes the Mouth of a ſerious Divine ; and what 
PROOF theſe fine Expreſſions amount to, of any part 
of the Queſtion between Us: 1 anſwer, that Such 
OTHERS as are Impartial Judges in the Caſe, will, 
I doubt not, Readily judge, that ſuch 1s the Un- 
happy State of the Church of England now adays, 
that the ſaid Terms, of Art are made, to the Grief 
of All her Tx vx Sons, to belong to the Science of Di- 
vinity among Us; and that ſuch Language not only 


Becomes, but is Neceſſary for the Mouth of All ſerious 


Divines, i. e. of All that are Seriouſly and Heartily 
concern d for the True Welfare of the Apoſtolical 
Church eſtabliſn d among Us; inaſmuch as the Ruin 
of Our Church has well-nigh been effected by ſuch 
Latitudinarian (Sc.) Principles, And laſtly, that the 
ſaid Fine Expreſſions do amount to Some Proof of Some 
part of the Queſtion between us, L appeal to you yourſelf. 

For in the very next paragraph pag. 55. You ſay 
thus: © What You add in the ſame Paragraph, as 
© an Inſtance of (N. B.) Latitudinarian Principles, 
< [ viz. that Whoſcever do s but profeſs He believes the 
Original Baptiſmal Creed according to the bare Words 
& thereof, no matter in what Senſe, He ought to be look d 


© upon, without any more ado, as a True Good Chriſtian 
© in reſpect of his Faith :] tho it be very unfairly ex- 


« preſs d, and with an ill Spirit, yet ſeems indeed 
4 to contain the MosT MATERIAL DIFF1- 
©CULTY in your whole Book. So that the 
Reader plainly ſees, that you your ſelf have Allow'd, 
that the foremention'd Fine Expreſſions do amount to 
ſome Proof of ſome Part of the Queſtion between us; 
inaſmuch as What is comprehended by me under 
the ſaid Fine Expreſſions p 4 as you Own, contain 


the Moſt Material Difficulty in my Whole Book, 


oft EA elf.t woe; 1 * * E * 


Sa. a * 1 
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And let the Reader judge alſo, whether the {aid 
Difficulty is not Such, as that you can by no means 
Truly explicate your ſelf out of it, In oppoſition to the 
foremention d Notion of our Modern Latitudina- 
rian I obſery'd (p. 53. of my Remarks) that the Go- 
vernours of the Primitive Church thought fit to take quite 
Contrary Meaſures. So that the Streſs of the Matter 
turns upon this: Which of the Two Parties can in Rea- 

Jon be thought Moſt Likely to be in the Right, Our Pre- 


ſent Latitudinariant, or the Governours of the Primitive 


Church Sc. And p. 54. of my Remarks 1 obſerv'd, that 


1 think St Paul s Prattice, if duly and fully conſider d, 


will amount to a Full Juſtification of the Governours of 


the Primitive Church in this caſe. Which Practice 
of St Paul I there proceed to ſhew to be directly 
Contrary to the above-mentiond Notion of our 
Latitudinarians, Well, and what Anſwer do you 


give to All This? Why, not One Syllable. And 
what is the Reaſon of Your Silence in this ſo weighty 


a point, it is obvious for the Reader to conclude. 

1 ſhall not do ſo by you, but ſhall conſider what 
you have thought fit to Say on this head. The 
foremention'd Difficulty you ſtate thus, viz. © How 
« Men ſhall know, ( tince Words are Nothing with- 


: © out a determinate Senſe,) What is the determinate 
|| &Senſe of thoſe Fundamental Articles of Faith, 


e which are abſolutely neceſſary to ſalvation?” To 


: 


: 


{ 


oy 
44 
4 


: 
1 
* 


which your Anſwer is: „They are expreſs d as 


| Clearly in the Sermons of Chriſt, and in the 
| « Writings of the Apoſtles, as the Spirit of God 
4 thought fit they ſhould be expreſt; and the W:/- 


dom of Man cannot expreſs them more Clearly.” 


| 
3 


That the Said Fundamental Articles are expreſs d 
in the N. T. as Clearly, as the Spirit of God thought 
fit they ſhould be therein expreſs d, is moſt Certain. 

t 5 But 
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But the Queſtion is, Whether the Senſe of the 
Words, wherein the Said Articles are expreſs d 
in the N. T. may not be further determin d, as by 
comparing them with what is ſaid Afore in the O. T. 
concerning the Said Articles, ſo alſo by comparing 
them with what is ſaid Afterwards, in the Writings 
of the Fathers: And conſequently, whether, ſince 
God has provided us Such Means for further Deter- 
mining the ſenſe of the ſaid Articles, we ought not 
moſt Thankfully to make a due Uſe of them. Like- 
wiſe altho the Viſdom of Man cannot expreſs more 
Clearly any Article of Supernatural Truth , than 
God has Reveald it; yet this hinders not, but that 
the Fathers, who convers d with the Apoſtles and 
Apoſtolical Men , might be by Them moſt per- 
feltly inſtructed in the Senſe of Such Reveal d Articles, 


and fo might more Clearly and Determinately expreſs 


the Said Articles in Their Writings, than 1s done 
in the N. T. Neither is this (as you repreſent it 
pag. 25.) Affirming that Uninſpir d Writers, which 
followed after, were by the Help of know not 
© what Tradition, able to expreſs a Doctrin of Chriſt 
© more c/early and intelligibiy, more properly and wiſe- 
« /y, than the Inſpir d Writers themſelves were ABLE 
«to do. But what 1 aſſert, amounts only to 
This, that both the Inſbir d and Uninfþir d Writers 
have expreſs d the Doctrin of the Trinity, Pro- 
perly and Wiſely according to the different Times 


wherein they wrote; and as the Inſbir d Writers 


were enabled to expreſs the ſaid Doctrin as Clear/ 
as the Spirit of G 0 D thought fit for Them to expreſs 
it; 10 the Uninſpir d Writers which follow d after 
them, were ( by the Help of That Tradition, which 
they had receiv'd either from the Inſpir d Writers 
themſelyes, or from Such as had receiyd it from 
Them) 


(49 ) 

Them) enabled to expreſs the ſaid Doctrin more 
Clearly, i. e. Explicitly, than had been Actually done 
by the Inſpir d Writers; according as the Same Spi- 
rit of God thought fit the ſaid Doctrin ſhould be more 
Explicitly expreſs d by Them, in order to Oppoſe 
the Heretical Notions that aroſe in different Times. 
For it is well to be oblerv'd, that altho' the Pri- 
mitive Fathers were not aſſiſted and directed by the 
Spirit of God in ſuch a degree, as to be ſtil d Inſpir d 
Writers; yet ſurely it is not to be deny d, but thoſe 
extraordinary Holy Perſons were aſſiſted and directen 
by the Spirit of God in a more than Ordinary Degree. 
In pag. 57, 58. of my Remarks I ſay: © Surely 
the Whole is made up of its Parts, and not the 
“Parts of the Whole. And conſequently the Whole 
« Scope and General Tenour of the Scripture is to be 
«known, by knowing the Right ſenſe of the Se- 
ce yeral particular Texts; and it is abſurd to Say on 
c the contrary, that particular Texts are to be Right- 
«Iy underſtood by the Whole Scope and general Je- 
« our of Scripture; this being in effect to ſay, that 
ce the Parts are made up of the Whole. Wherefore 
ce fince, in (N. B.) order of Nature, I am (N. B.) firſt 
« Rightly to underſtand the Particular Texts of. 
« Scripture, before N. B.) I can underſtand Rightly 
« what is the Whole Scope and Tenour of Scripture ; 
«and conſequently tis impoſſible (N. B.) in the Na- 
ce ture of the Thing for me to underſtand the For- 
« mer by underſtanding the Latter; hence there is 
« Neceſſity of aſſigning ſome ether Way, as the 
« Beſt for Rightly underſtanding the particular Texts 
ce or Paſſages of Scripture, and thereby the general 
« Tenour of Scripture. Now that the Beſt Way to 
ce do this, is to have Recourſe to the Ancient Wri- 
© ters, eſpecially of the Three firſt Ages, is Already 
: * „ ſhewn 


— 
* 
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cc ſhewn &c.” In reference whereto you are pleas'd 
to ſay pag. 67. Is this again the Argument of 4 Ma- 
thematical Writer > One of the ponders Benefits of Such 


ſtudies, and that which uſes to diſtingurſh Men who are 


skill d in that Learning, from "Thoſe who are not; us 
their taking Care that their Concluſion be ſure to follow 
from their Premiſes: But Ths YOU ALMOST 
(Well put in!) conſtantly neglect. Let the Reader 
then be judge, after he has obſery'd that the Que- 
ſtion between Us is, which is the Beſt Way, at the 
firſt Reading and Studying the Bible, to know the 
True Senſe of Particular Texts. You ſay, it is by 
attending to the General Tenour and Whole Scope of 
Scripture : I ſay, it is by Conſulting the Fathers 
and following their joint Teftimony. And ſo we 
are thus far agreed, or do as 1t were take it for 
Granted, that One of theſe Two Ways 1s the Beſt 
Way. Whence therefore my Firſt Argument put 
into a Syllogiſtical Form will ſtand thus: 

The Beſt Means for Rightly underſtanding the 


Particular Texts relating to any Doctrin, is, either 


by attending to the Whole Scope and general Tenour 
of Scripture, or elle by attending to the joint Teſti- 


monies of the Fathers, in relation to the ſaid Doctrin: 


Bat the Beſt Means for Rightly underſtanding the 
Particular Texts relating to any Doctrin, Is Nor 
by attending to the Whole Scope and general Tenour 
of Scripture: ( viz. Becauſe it is impoſſible in the Na- 
ture of Things, Rightly to underſtand the Whole 
Scope and general Tenour of Scripture, without Firſt 
underſtanding Rightly the Senſe of the Particular 
Texts“, relating to the ſaid Doctrin :) 


As I have above ſhewn, that my Concluſror do's Rightly fol- 
low from its Premiſes; and canſequently , that Not I was to be 
Blam'd far Argeing ſo, but you tor not perceiving aright, how my 


Argument 
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Therefore the Beſt Way for Rightly underſtand- 
ing the Particular Texts relating to any Doctrin, 1s 
by attending to the joint Teſtimonies of the Fathers, 
in relation to the ſaid Doctrin. 

Now that this is a Right Disjunctive Syllogiſm, 
and that conſequently its Concluſion dos Rightly 
follow from its Premzſes, ( contrary to what you ob- 
jet) is apparent to any young Logician. And if ſo, 
the Reader will have another New Inſtance, What 
an Opponent I have to deal with, as to Fazrneſs 
of Repreſenting Matters between us. And as a Fur- 
ther Inftance of the ſame, 1 deſire him to obſerve, 
that you Scruple not to change my Terms, and then 
pretend J do not argue Right. For thus you ſet 
down pag. 67. what you call my Concluſion. There- 
fore theres NO way at all to underſtand the Scripture, 
but by ſome Other Help, viz. by the Ancient Fathers. 
Now the Reader ſees from my forecited Paſſage 
( pag. 57, 58. of my Remarks,) in reference to which 
you ſpeak thus; that what I there aſſert, is, that 
the BEST way to underſtand the Scripture i by the 
Ancient Fathers. But ſurely there is a great Diffe- 
rence between the Beſt Way and No Way at all, And 


Argument lay: ſo whereas you ſay (p. 66. of your Letter) that you 
made a Diſtinction between Particular Texts taken ſingly, a FEW 


<« ſingle Texts, (thoſe were your Words) on the one hand; and on 


ce the other hand, rhe Nh Tenour of Scripture, that is, ALL 
© the Numerous particular Texts relating to any Doctrin, confider'd 
© and compar'd Together ;” in anſwer hereto I obſerve here, that 
the Diſtinction you bring, is of No ule to help you our. For let the 
Particular Texts on one hand be as Few as you pleaſe to ſuppoſe 
them, yet if it appears from the concurrent Teſtimony of the Pri- 
mitive Fathers, that the ſaid Few Texts were by the Inſpir'd Wri- 
ters underſtood in a Sex/e incon ſiſtent with That, which you wrong- 
ly infer on the other hand from Namerous particular Texts con ſi- 
474 and compar d together; it thence apparently follows, that you 
are Miſtaken as to the ole Scope and general Tenour of Stripture, 


and take That to be /o, which is Nor. | 
G 2 what 


— —  —. OR „r ͤ — OA AE Oc Gi 


—— — 


— 


ä!— —b—. COT — C—_ 
— 
= 


- — — — — — ——— — — — — 
— . — — — — ——— — — 


— 


” — — 


. — us — 
<> 


— 


E23 — 


( 52) 

what is to be thought of One, that do's not Scruple 
to deal thus Netor:oufly 1, both with the Reader 
and Me, I leave Others to judge. 

I have Sufficiently, vindicated My ſelf from your 
Charge againſt me, of Not taking Care that my Con- 
cluſion follows it Premiſes, I muſt now deſire the 
Reader to give me leave to prove, that you are Really 
guilty of Not Arguing Rightly. Among Many Inſtances 
1 could produce, 1 ſhall content my ſelf with One ; 
which is contain d in pag. 35 of your Letter. I 
have ſhewd in pag. 27 29 of my Remarks, that 
having Know to the Teſtimonies of the Ancient 
Writers for underſtanding the True Senſe of Scri- 
pture, 1s no Argument that Providence has not made 
Suitable Proviſion for the Salvation of All Men; and 
I Illuſtrate this by obſerving, that altho the Greater 
part of Mankind is ander a Neceſſity of Relying on 
the Tranſlations made of the Original Revelation 
into their Native Tongues, or elſe (which comes 
to the ſame) on Whatever their Particular Teachers 
{hall tell them is the Senſe of the Original Revela- 
tions; yet it is not hence inferr d, that Providence 
has not made ſuitable Proviſion for the Salvation of All 
Men. Now in relation hereto you ſpeak thus p. 35. 
c Tis very Wonderful, Sir, a Man of your Abi- 
ce lities ſhould not perceive, that this Argument of 
«yours makes ALL Religions equal, and conſe- 
« quently ſuppoſes that there is NO Such Thing 
«as TRUE Religion at all. For if the far greateſt 
& hart of Chriſtians (as you affirm) are under a Neceſ- 
ty of Relying — on WHATEVER their Parti- 
*cular Teachers ſhall tell them is the SENSE of 
© of the Original Revelations; Then, fince the joint 
ce Teſtimonies of the Ancient Mriters are to determin 
That Senſe; and ſince ALL Denominations of 
| CHR1- 


SS: 


<CHRISTIANS, whether Popiſh or Proteſtant , 
© cannot but think their Own Particular Teachers 
«(or elſe they would not follow them) to be Mer 
« of Learning enough to underſtand the Ancient Writers, 
«© and of Integrity enough not Wilfully to corrupt or re- 
 ETrceae from their Meaning; here are plainly ALL 
“Religions put upon an Equal Foot. 

The Reader here ſees that your Objection againſt 
my Argument 1s this, viz. that It makes ALL 
RELIGIONS equal. Well, how do you prove 
this? Why thus: Since the joint Teſtimonies of the 
Ancient Writers are to determine the ſenſe of Scripture, 
and ſince ALL Denominations of CHRISTIANS, 
whether Popiſh or Proteſtant, cant but think their own 
Particular Teachers to be Men of Learning enough to 
underſtand the Ancient Writers, and of Integrity enough 
not Wilfully to corrupt or recede from their Meaning , 
HERE are Plainty ALL RELIGIONS put 
upon an equal Foot, So that your Objection put in- 
to a Syllogiſtical Form ſtands thus: 

That Argument, which puts ALL CHRISTIANS, 
whether Popiſh or Proteſtant, on an Equal Foot, 
puts ALLREL1G1oNS on an Equal Foot: 

Your Argument puts ALL CHRISTIANS, whe- 
ther Popiſh or Proteſtant, on an Equal Foot: 
Therefore your Argument puts ALL REL1- 
GIONS upon an Equal Foot. 

Now the Reader plainly ſees, that the Major of 
this Syllogiſm is utterly and Evidently Falſe, in- 
aſmuch as therein Al! Chriſt:ans and All Religions are 
taken as adequate Terms, when there are Other Re- 
[ig10ns beſides the Several Religions among Chriſtians. 
Whereupon your Reader may be induced to think, 
that I make the Aſabometan and Pagan Religions 
to be Equally True with the Chriſtian, and ſo may 

we 


_ 
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well entertain Hard, but Wrong, Thoughts of 
Me. 
Well, but now ſuppoſing by Al Rlligiont you 
underſtand only Al the Religzons among Chriſtians , 


why even in This Reſtriction your Objection is 
of no Force; foraſmuch as it makes Equally againft 
the Scriptures, as well as the Ancient Writers. For 
if it be a Good Argument, that we are not to haye 
Recourſe to the Ancient Writers to determin the 
True ſenſe of Scripture; BEC AUSE All Denomina- 
tions of Chriſtians, whether Popiſh or Proteſtant, cannot 
(as you ſay) but think their own particular Teachers 
(or elſs they would not follow them) to be Men of Learn- 
ing enough to underſtand the ANCIENT WRI- 
TERS, and of Integrity enough not Walfully to corrupt 
or recede from their Meaning: Then by parity of 
Reaſon it is alſo a Good Argument, why we ſhould 
not have Recourſe to the Studying and Comparing 


of the Scripture itſelf, in order to determin the 


True ſenſe of Scripture ; BECaUsE All Denomina- 
tons of Chriſtians, whether Popiſh or Proteſtant, cannot 
but think their own particular Teachers ( or elſe they 
would not follow them) to be Men of Learning enough to 
underſtand the SCRIPTURE, and of Integrity 
enough not Wilfully to corrupt or recede from its Meaning. 
And now, Sir, what is become of your doughty 
Objection? Have I not more Reaſon than Afore 


to think my Argument Unanſwerable, ſince you can 


bring No better an Objection againſt it? For as 
to the Endleſs Cirde you mention, under this Head, 
I have already ſhewn that we keep far enough out 


ſay, it muſt always remain an Evident and Unde- 
niable Truth, that Such as underſtand not the Ori- 
ginal Reyelation themſelves, muſt be _— 1 
| | : Such 


of it. And as for All the Reſt you ſay, or can poſſibly | 


4 


Such as do underſtand them, for knowing HAT. 
EVER « reveal d in the Holy Scripture. 

You ſay (pag. 67, 68.) Apply ſuch Arguing to an 
other Book in the World, and try, af you can perſw 
Mankind, that TULLY's Offices, or any other Book 
of Morality, is not to be underſtood by reading and ſtu- 

dying the Book itſelf, but that the Doftrin taught in 
THAT Book can be learnt (N. B.) Only by ſtudyin 
OTHER, Books. Now there being No Other Book 
in the World of the Same Nature with the Bible, it 
is No real Objection againſt what is ſaid concerning it, 
tho' the Same may not be applicable to Any other 
Book in the World. But beſides have I not till 
more Reaſon to complain of your Very Vnfair 
Dealing, in miſrepreſenting me here again as aſſert- 
ing, that he Doctrin in the Bible can be learnt O N LY 

Studying Other Books? Have I not already ob- 

er v d, that in pag. 2 1. of my Remarks I have ſaid, 
that by duly ſtudying and weighing the Scripture IT 
SELF a Man may be ſufficiently Convinc d in Him- 
ſelf, that he underſtands the True ſenſe of a Doctrin 
deliver d therein? What I ſay further, is this, 
( which is ſurely ſo Reaſonable and True in itſelſ, 


that Nothing but ſtrong ah ens or the like can 
hinder any Man from acknowledging the Reaſonable- 
|+ neſs and Truth of it) viz. that tho I may be very 
well ſatisfy d within Myſelf, by Studying the Scri- 
pture itſelf, that I do underſtand the True ſenſe of 
it; yet when I withall find, that the Primitive Fa- 
thers underftood the Scripture in the ſame Senſe, 
This 1s a Confirmation of me to the higheſt degree at- 
tainable, that 1 am in the Rzeht, and ſuch as differ 
from Me, are in the Wrong. And This is no Other, 
than what I dare ſay I can perſwade Mankind, that 
it do's hold True, in reſpe& of Any Other ad x 
7 
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the World, upon a Suppoſition of ſomewhat like 
Circumſtances. For inſtance; tho I may be very 
well ſatisfy d in myſelf, that by reading Tully s Offices 
I underſtand the True Meaning of Tully upon any 
Point; yet, ſuppoſing there were Extant ſome An- 
cient Writers, who had been inſtructed by Tully him- 
ſelf, (or by ſuch as had been Twlly s Scholars) and who 

rofeſs d to teach no other Doctrin than what They 
had recervd from Tully ; when I find that Theſe un- 
derſtood Tully in the Same ſenſe as I do, may I not 
juſtly look on This as the Higheſt Confirmation, that 


I am in the Rat as to Tully s Doctrin, and ſuch as 


differ from Me are in the Wrong. And thus I have 
anſwer d your ſeveral Objections againſt eſteeming 
the Teſtimonies of the Fathers to be the Beſt Exbedient 
for deciding the True Senſe of Controverted Scri- 
pture ; Moſt, if not All, of which your Objections, 
the Reader has ſeen, are no other than Miſrepre- 
ſentations of the State of the Caſe; inſomuch that 
the Matter being truly repreſented, your Objections 
fall to the Ground of Courſe. 

What more remains to be done, will quickly be 
diſpatch d. For as to what I ſaid concerning Fel- 
low-Collegiates and Chamber-fellows, it related to An- 
other Perſon, (as Many can atteſt,) and to Whom 
I am Certain it is applicable. And therefore ſince 
Dr Clarke knew, that it was not applicable to Him- 
ſelf, had it not been much more Reaſonable and 
Becoming for Dr Clarke to ſuppoſe , that it was not 
meant of Him, till Farther Enquiry ; than to have 
laid hold of ſo Weak an Handle to Charge ( pag. 
68 -- 70.) Dr Wells with Endeavouring Meanly to raiſe 


an Odium amongſt ignorant People again? a Perſon who 
never offended him; by publiſhing , with the Authority 
of hu Name to it, a Little Falſe Story; and this, with- 


ont 
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out g:ving himſelf the trouble ſo much as once ta enquire, 
whether there was any Truth in it or no, &c.? Do's 
not your Acting Contrary, in This Caſe (and alſo 
That which refers to what 1 ſaid concerning the 
Book entitled, the True Scripture Dottrin of the Tri- 
nity,) too evidently ſhew, How Ready you are to 
catch at any thing, how light ſoever in itſelf, and 
to inlarge upon it for ſeveral Pages, when it may 


poſſibly ſerve to give your Reader Falſe Notions of 


me, or my Cauſe? At the leaſt, do's not your 
Acting contrary ſhew you Guilty of great Negli- 
gence, when you might have Eaſily been ſet Right 
as to your Miſtake in this Matter? And * 
T hope (to retort your own Words more juſtly on 
yourſelf, than they were apply'd to me) the Con- 
victiont of your Own Conſcience will make you to be more 
Cautious for the future, and to conſider of how Ill Example 
ſuch Sort of Negligence . 
As to the Ambiguity ( you mention pag. 70, 71.) 
of the Words in Rom. 9. 5. it is no other than what 
* Anti-trinitarians may make in moſt Texts of Scri- 
pture. You know St Jrenæus was taught by St Po- 
lycarp, who was taught by St John the Apoſtle; and 
therefore is it not moſt Reaſonably to be Suppos'd, 
that /reneus well knew the True Conſtruction and 
Meaning of this Text? And has not Bp Bull ob- 
ſerv'd, (p. 77, 78. of his Def. of the Nicene Creed, 
laſt Edit.) that Jrenæus underſtood the Text exactly 
as we do; and not only ſo; but alſo Tertullian, Ori- 
gen, Cyprian, Novatian, &c.? And 1s not that other 
moſt learned Prelate , Bp Pearſon, large alſo upon 
the ſame, in his Expoſition of theſe Words of the 
Creed, Hu Only Son? Is it not ſtrange, that you 
ſhould not have anſwer d, what theſe Two Prelates 
ſay upon this Text, penny B Pearſon, before 
you 
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you had advancd a Doctrin ſo oppoſite to it? 
You ſay, that Every Child cannot but underſtand, that 
He, who, with reſbect to the Whole Creation made ſub- 
qett to him, i GOD OVER, ALL; yet at the ſame 
time, with reſpect to Him who ſubjetted all things to him, 
# NOT GOD OVER ALL; it being Manifeſt; 
that He who ſubjected All things to the Dominion of Chriſt 
(viz. GOD, even the FAT HE R=) muſt needs be 
exempted from being Himſelf ſubjet# to That Dominion. 
And I fay: Who tut a Child can imagin, that Any 
Perſon of Common Senſe gos about to maintain, 
that Chriſt is God over All, ſo, as to be Over God the 
Father; or ſo, as that God the Father us ſubjett to the 
Dominion of Chriſt. And therefore 1 am Amaz d to 
think, how your Conſcience can give way to your 
thus Abſurdly Miſrepreſenting ſuch as oppoſe your 
Doctrin. What the Defenders of the Catholick 


Doctrin of the Trinity do Rightly infer from this 


Text among others, 1s, that the Apoſtle dos here 
teſtify, (as Bp Peaſon expreſſes it) the Equality, or 
rather Identity, of Chriſt's Deity with That of the 
Father ; ſo that Chriſt, together with the Father and 


the Holy Ghoſt, is the ONE GOD OVER ALL. I ſhall 


ſay no more here, but refer the Reader to Bp Pear- 
ſon's Expoſition of the Creed, it being a Book eaſi- 
ly to be got and conſulted. 


As to 1FJobnsx. 7. 1 have above ſpoken as to 
the Authority of the Text, and alſo obſerv d, that 


the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are ſaid to be One, 
in the Catholick ſenſe of the Word, and not in 
any ſuch as you pretend. 

As to 1 Fohn 5. 20, you Say pag. 72. that it is 
very plainly conſiſtent to affirm ff Chriſt, with regard 
to Dominion over Us and the Whole Creation, that he 
:s TRULY God; and yet that at the ſame time, with 


regard 


—— 
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regard to the Supreme Father of All, Chriſt not HE 
(or That Perſon) who in Scripture 1s ſtil d by way of 
Eminence, The TRUE God, and The ONLY TRUE 
God. Now what you affirm in the Firſt clauſe of 
of this Paſſage, viz. that with regard to Dominion over | 
Us and the Whole Creation, Chriſt u — 'T RU LY God, 
this is what I can by no means apprehend, in That 
which I take to be your Senſe of the Words For | 
thereby I ſuppoſe you mean, that altho' Chriſt be 
not of the Same Truly Divine Nature with the Fa- 
ther, and ſo be not Fah God in regard to That Na- 
ture or Eſſence which he had before his Incarnation; 
| yet he may be Truly Stil d God, with regard to 
| his Dominion over Us and the Whole Creation. 
If this be your Meaning, 1 ſay tis altogether Falſe; 
foraſmuch as 'tis Evident, that He who is not Truly 

GOD by Nature, can be ſtil d GOD, not Truly or 
Properly, but Only in an improper and figurative ſenſe. 
And hence we argue, that becauſe (to uſe your 
own Words) the Thing itſelf, underſtood in a Right 
ſenſe, and according to the Analogy of Scripture , us 
' wndoubtedly True, that Feſus Chriſt s TRULY God; 

therefore it muſt neceſſarily follow, that he is God 
NATURE, or of the very SAME DIVINE 
ESSENCE with the Father. And altho Chriſt A 
be thus Truly i. e. by Nature God, yet we agree | 
with you, that Chriſt is not He, or That Perſon; who | 
in ſome places of Scripture is more expreſsly ſtil d, 
The TRUE God, and The ONLY TRUE God, | 
by way of Eminence: Namely by way of Eminence _ | 
SO, AS that thereby is not denoted, that the Fa- | 
ther is of a more Excellent or Perfectly Divine Na- | 
ture than the Son, but only that the Father, as Fa- 
ther, has communicated to the Son, the ſame Ex- | 
cellent or Perfectly Divine Nature; and conſe- 
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quently that the Son, as Son, is Subordinate to the 


Father. Now as the Father is ſometime ſtiled The 


TRUE God, ſo here in this Text of St John, the 
Son is evidently ſtil'd alſo The TRUE God. And 
that not only according to the Common Rules of 
Grammar, whereby the Pronoun T7 HITS is Re- 
gularly to be referrd to the Noun immediately 
preceding, viz. Feſus Chriſt , but for many other 
Reaſons which might be here alleg d. I ſhall now 
content myſelf to refer the Reader for his further 
ſatisfaction to Bp Pearſon in the ſame place as is 
afore-mention'd, and to thoſe Words of the Ni- 
cene Creed, ®tiv cx O, Ozey drnGivev Cx Or8 argue, 
for underſtanding St John aright in this place. 

As to the Two Texts out of St Peter and Iſaiah, 
They were mention'd with regard, Not to you, but 
to ſome Circumſtance which made it not altogether 
zmpertinent. And therefore you might have ſpar d, 
till you had been inform d, ſappoſing that I think, 
that Whoſoever differs from my Opinion in any One caſe, 


may lawfully be charg d by me wth ANY OTHER, 


Error whatſoever. As alſo you might have very 
well ſpard your Citation out of Proverbs, ſince 
tis ſo Wrongly apply d. Tho after all I muſt ob- 
ſerve to you, that Whoſo has not Worthy Notions 
of Chriſts DIUINTTY, cant have Worthy No- 
tions of his SUFFERINGS; the Dignity or 
Merit of Theſe rifing or falling in proportion to the 
Dignity or Perfection of Hat. 

I am now come to Two Particulars, wherein 
I thimk it my Duty to Gop and TxuTH, and 


alſo to Your SELF (upon the Principle of True 


Chriſtian Charity) to deal very Plainly with you. 
I muſt ſay then, that your Anſwer (p. 74.) to my 


Obſer vations upon your Afent to the Forms by Law 


appointed, 
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appointed, is no other than an Evaſion. For can you 
ſay, that you were not ſo far determin d in your 
Opinion, when you Laſt gave your Aſſent to the 
ſaid Forms, as that, you were Conſcious you did 
not give your Aſſent in the Senſe requir d by 
the Laws? And if ſo, would not Strict Chriſtian 
Szncerity have oblig d you to make a Declaration 
of the Senſe you deſign d to give ſuch the Aſſent 
in, to the Proper Governour of the Church? 

As to your being D:ſpoſſeſs d of your Preferment, 
I think I may Sincerely ſay, that No one would 
be more Concern'd and Aflicted at It on a Religious 
Account than myſelf, I having a Great Eſteem for 
You on account of your Learning, and an Aﬀe- 
Ctionate Concern for You as a Brother Clergy-Man; 
upon which accounts I moſt Heartily wiſh AM juſt 
Occaſion tor ſuch Diſcipline may be Remov d by you. 
And having ſaid This on one hand, I think myſelf 
- Duty oblig d to ſay likewiſe on the 2. hand, 
that the Diſpoſſeſing you of your Preferment was 
mention d 6.4 = becauſe therein conſiſts the Chief 
Strength of MY Argument; but becauſe your Conti- 
nuance in your Preferment; and at the ſame time 


alſo in your Wrong Principles of ſo High a Nature, 


will be but too apt to add Strength to YOU R Ar- 
gument (how Bad and Weak ſoever in itſelf) amongſt 
Common and Inconſiderate Perſons; not to ſay, 
among Others who agreeably to their Stations and 
Education, ought to make a Better Judgment of 
Things. For, when ſuch Wrong Principles, ſo 
Highly derogatory to the Dignity of CHRIS, the 
AUTHOR and CarPTain of our Salvation, are 
thus Openly Publiſh'd and Defended by Dr Clarke, 
a Perſon Adorn'd not only with the Title of Rector 
of St James s Weſtminſter, (One of the Moſt _— 
| Pal, 
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pal, if not the Moſt Principal of All the Pariſhes in 
the Great City of Weſtminſter,) but alſo Dignify'd 
among other Titles with That of Chaplain in Ordi- 
nary to ber e will not Many be thereby in- 

ily to Believe, that Opinions thus 
Openly Publiſh'd and Maintain d by a Perſon of fo 
High a Station, and that without Any, much leſs 
without a Suitable Cenſure and Puniſhment, are 
eſteem d by the Governours of the Church to be 
No other than Right and Well-grounded 1n Scri- 
pture? And when I ſay This, I very well know 
what Spirit I am of. For I am not ſo Ignorant, as 
to be Deceiv d by the Wrong Interpretations, that 
Some Men would put upon Thoſe Words of our 
Bleſſed Saviour. I in that HE, who ſpake thoſe 
Words, has notwithſtanding, not only given to the 
Governours of his Church Power to cenſure and pu. 


niſh Such as ſhall maintain Impious and Heretical 


Notions, as have Always been eſteem d Such as De- 
rogate from the Supreme Duty of HIM that ſpoke 
the ſaid Words; but alſo that H E requires the ſaid 
Power to be Duly put in Exerciſe, 1 know, that Agree- 
ably thereto, the Primitive Governours of the 
Church thought Themſelves moſt ſtrictly oblig d 
to put in Exerciſe ſuch their Power, againſt All ſuch 


as publiſh d and maintain d Any thing Derogatory to 
the True and .\upreme Divinity of CHRIST, tho 


They were got into the Very Higheſt Stations in 
the Church, viz. by cutting Such of from being Mem- 
bers of the True Chriſtian Church, if they perſiſted in 
their Errors. Which, God of his infinite Mercy 
grant, may Never be your Unhappy Caſe. 
There is one Particular which ſtill remains to 
be taken notice of 1n reference to what you ſay of 
me with reſpect to Aſſenting to the Forms by Law 
| | appointed, 
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appointed, You ſtick not Roundly to affirm, (pag. 
75.) that My Whole Argument aims at Such a Manner 
of Aſſenting to ANY Words of Humane Inſtitution, as 
that the ſaid Aſſent ſhould be given MERELY 
in reliance upon the GENE M Authority of TRA. 
DITION, WITHOUT conſidering in PA RTI. 
CULAR; How and in What Senſe ts POSSIBLE 
the Words Aſſented to may be underſtood , Conſiſtently 
both with the SCRIPTURE and with Themſelves 
compar d together. Now as This is in effect No other 
than what you have Affirm d Afore, and that More 
than Once; ſo it has been Afore ſnewn to be Entirely 
Falſe, and no other than a Notorious Miſrepreſen- 
tation. The Reaſon therefore of my taking No- 
tice of this Paſſage here, is to obſerve to you, how 
juſtly thoſe Words of yours (pag. 29.) might again 
and again have been hank. to yourſelf, which 
you have very Unjuſtly apply'd to Me; viz. When 
a Man writes in an Heat, for what he # pleas d in his 
Own fancy to call ORKT HODONXY, i Reaſonable 
that he ſhould thereby preſently be diſcharg d from having 
any Sober Regard to TRUTH and RIG HT? No 
certainly, and I challenge you to give any Single 
Inſtance of my being Really Faulty in this Reſpect, 
whereas 1 leave the Reader to judge whether you 
are not Really Faulty in Many above taken Notice 
of; and among Them eſpecially ( beſides That jult 
now taken notice of) in Theſe following, viz. 

Pag. 19. of your Letter: If in Such a Caſe the 
Scripture could not be - Sufficzently underſtood by 
ſuch diligent Study and Attention, as You Co N- 
STANTLY SUPPOSE it can No T— 

Pag. 20. And is not This a fine Circle; to ſuppoſe 
Providence has in Scripture given us a Revelation 
of a particular Doctrin in more than 5 Texte: 

| ONLY 
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Ort v in order to refer the Cauſe to be Decided 
by certain following Uninſþir d Writers, &c. to the 
ſame Effect. 8 | 
Pag. 51. Or elſe Every Man muſt blindly follow 
the Authority of the Firſt Teachers he happens 
upon: Which Opinion of Yours &c. 
Pag. 49. (viz. the ſecond 49.) Yet, becauſe It (i. e. 
Our Church) Once Acc ip EN TALLY mentions An- 
cient Writers, (namely in the Preface to the Forms 
of Ordination &c.) 
Pag. 51, (viz. the ſecond 51.) Your Whole Argu- 
ment p. 49, &c. is what may, almoſt Word for Word, 
be retorted upon you in its FULL Strength, by Thoſe 
of the Church of Rome, in fayour of Any Tra- 
dition. 
Pag. 76. Therefore there's No way at all to un- 
derſtand the Scripture, but by ſome Other Help, viz. 
by the Ancient Fathers. 
We are now arrivd at your Concluſion, where- 
in you ſet before Me, as in a Glaſs, a lively and exact 


Picture of the Different Spirits of Men, in the Words of 


— the Ingenious Robert Nelſon Eſq; in hu Life of the 
Reght Rev. Bp Bull. It muſt be acknowledg'd, that 
you have given us here a new and admirable In- 
ſtance of your Wonted Art, in making this ſame Glaſs 


caſt ſo falſe a Light. The ſaid Ingenious and Pious 


Mr Nelſon has obſerv d (p. 322. of his Life of Bp Bull) 
that in your Book of the Scripture-dodtrin of the 
Trinity, you have cited no /eſs than thirty Citations 
out of Bp Bull. Defence of the Nicene Creed; and 
almoſt All of them are repreſented in a VERY 
DIFFERENT /Yiw FROM That, which the 
Author had certainly in writing thoſe Paſſages; as 
are alſo the Citations out of the Fathers themſelves, 
which you here met with, and have ACCOM M0- 
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DATED to your Own purpoſe: And I dare ſay, that 
Now he will affirm the Same of your Dealing with 
reſpect to the Several Paſſages you have cited out of 
| Hu Life of Bp Bull, viz. that you have repreſented 
! them in a VERY DIFFERENT View From 
| that, which He himſelf had in Writing thoſe Paſ- 
ſages, and have only ACCOMMODATED them 
to your OW N purpoſe. And is it not a Great Piece 
of Commendation, to be thus Able to transform 

Darkneſs into Light ? 

The Buſineſs of Bp Bull, in drawing up his Trea- 
tiſe of Juſtification, was to Revive a Primitive Truth, 
and to Diſprove an Erroneous Opinion, which may be 
conſider d (as to the Occaſion of Bp Bulls Treatiſe) 
to have taken its Rzſe no longer ago than Since the 

' Reformation, by the indiſcreee Zeal of ſome Prote- 
ſtants, who, whilſt they were very Zealous to keep 
off from the Popiſh Doctrin of Merits, fell into 
the contrary Extreme of Solifidianiſm. And con- 
ſequently when Bp Bull had once provd to the 

World, that the Doctrin of Juſtification maintain d 

by Him was no other than what was contain d in 
Seripture, according to the True ſenſe thereof, and 
(as a Proof of this laſt) was azteſted ſo to be, by 
the Concurrent Teſtimoniet of the Ancient Fathers; then 
All Unbigotted Judicious Perſons preſently clos d 
with It, as a Doctrin moſt Unexceptionably prov'd: 
| the Unhappy Occaſion of Their having been afore 
| miſled into a Contrary Opinion, being, Their hav- 
ing contented themſelves with ſome Modern Syſtems 
or Treatiſes of Divinity, and not having Recourſe 
to the Teſtimonies of the Primitive Fathers, which 

Reaſon told them was the Beſt Expedient to decide 

the True Senſe of Scripture, 
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But now, Sir, you on the contrary endeavour to 
Rewve an Old Error, which was condemn d by the 
Primitive Fathers as no /e{s than Heretical, and to 
Difſprove the True Soripture - dottrin of the Trinity, 
which was All along maintain d with the Greateſt 
gal, as being a Point of the Greateſt Importance to 
hriſtianity, by the Pramatzve Catholick Church. And 
therefore as your Caſe is thus very Different from 


Bp Bulls, fo God forbid that Eyer That Time, 


ſhould come, When your Scheme of the Trinity 
ſhall be as Untverſally receru d and falbm d, as NOW 
it is Contrary to the great Opinion of Divines, or rather 
to the Judgment of A Sound Divmes.: 

It remains only to obſerve further, that altho 


marks, the Title of a Letter, and to begin it as Sur 
yet you have not ended it as Such; or at leaſt ha 


ended it after Such a manner as is uſually inter» 


d a Sign of Diſtaſt and Anger. For Such, you 
know, is the Interpretation commonly put upon the 
Want of the uſual Civil Forms of Cancluding a Letter, 
with the Name &c, of the Writer. As for M part 
I can ſincerely Aſſure you, that altho I Owfr No 
one can have a Greater Diſtaſt to Your GRAN n 
ERROR, than My ſelf, yet 1 am fo Far from an 
Diſtaſt to Your PERSON, that I have a very Great 
Eſteem for You on Other Accounts; and therefore 
deſire You to do Me the Jaſtice, as to Believe Me 
with All Sincerity x, Od e 


Vour moſt Affectionate Brother, _ ' 
. * | | 2 


bn, And Faithfull Servant in Chriſt, 


Dec. 5. 1713. 


BOL Eowaro WELLY 


you were pleas d to give your Anſwer to my Rez oy 
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